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PREFATORY NOTE 


The basic data underlying this study are limited to 
the year 1939. Even for that year the date do not afford a 
complete accounting of production expcnses for farms by size 
of enterprise. Grcatcr precision in the mcasuremont of size— 
of-entcrprise diffcrentials in ferm labor productivity and 
in net farm income must await the c3llection of more and new 
types of data on farm‘employment and agricultural production 
expenses. Until such timc, the findings of this study should 
be considered preliminary and subject to revicw in the light 
of further research which it is hoped this study will stimulate. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Certain orton problems for post-war agricultural policy eceasi tote 
careful consideration of both the expected and the desirable levels of efficiency 
at which agriculture as an industry may or should operate. Post-war planning for 


agriculture is essentially a process of translating general goals of full employ~. 
_ ment in the economy as a whole and adequate standard of living for farm people | 
into concrete aims and courses of action. Formulation of the ends sought as well 

as the means for attaining them are made conditional upon the existence of certain 
assumed basic conditions. One important assumption, for example, is that relating _ 
- to the size of the labor force needed for a given volume of agricultural produc— 
tion in the post-war period. Obviously this will depend upon the distribution of 


_ the aggregate agricultural production among farms operating at given levels of out- 
put per unit of labor. For a given level of production, the total size of the 


farm working force could vary greatly depending on the assumption as to the average > 
—  sevel of gross ‘labor productivity, as the range of levels existing within agri- 
culture as a whole is very great. Another equally important assumption is that 


relating to the net income level to be obtained from farming by farmers and farm 
Workers, which depends to a large extent upon the net value of production per 


worker. Regional differences in gross and net production per farm worker are so. 
- Significant that a realistic approach to post-war agricultural planning must 


_ formilate these necessary ee in the light of regional variations. 


ce Thus the ensuing estimates ne chee analysis not only afford a description 
_ -and interpretation of the differentials in farm labor productivity and levels of 
| living existing in the United States in 1939, but also are relevant to an examin- 


| ation of the effects of alternative assumptions with respect to some of the 


~ factors involved in any projected post-war goals. The fundamental variables vihich 
enter into equations of post-war agricultural planning are the amount of agri- : 


_ eultural production desired, the number. of farm workers which would represent a 


‘balanced distribution betcen agriculture and other occupations, and the ‘levels of 
living to be achieved by persons engaged in agriculture. The measures of gross” 
productivity presented. in this report afford converting factors for possible © 


equations between volume of production and number of workers. The measures of net 
- productivity, similarly, afford a basis for expressing quantitatively the inter- «. 
__-— relations of the total national agricultural production and total number of Mii we 
workers with the resulting levels of net, farm income per worker. : 


ee cei butions: made by farms in the ai ePereit regions of tha country and : 


an different size groups to the total value of agricultural production are unequal 
- and their workers are afforded unequal levels of living. But the ‘data hitherto 


Ee 


available have limited analyses of value of production per fans to: averages for 

all farms in the United States or its various subareas. Except in the case of Lo 

the United States as a whole, moreover, the data have also limited analyses to oe 
gross rather than net value of production per farm. : a 


Measures of productivity of agricultural labor and indexes of change in | a 
productivity have thus generally been restricted to averages for all farms in an = + 
area. In reflecting many of the important aspects of farm labor productivity | i 
pe terentisls, Such measures are inadequate for several reasons: o \ a 
(1) Any all-farm average is greatly affected by the inclusion of oe 
_ many enterprises which meet the current Census definition of : 
a farm but which can hardly be considered as productive enter—_ 
prises when judged directly by their value of production or 
indirectly by their land, equipment, and other production i 
resources, © 
(2) The Secies of basic data on time input by farm workers has 
resulted in reliance on the number of workers as the unit to : 
_ Which output is related, with women, children, semi-retired _ j 
_ and ‘part-time operators, and full- time workers all counting et : 
equally. | : ee 
(3) Tt has not been possible to make allowances for farm produc= — 
| tion expenses and returns to capital investment to obtain 
measures of net value of output per worker (for regions or: 
size-of-~farm classes) as distinguished from a gross value of 
output per worker. 
‘Special Sample tabulations of the 1940 Census of Agriculture for fades: 
bl Adaiéted by total value of agricultural production in 1939, 1/ together with 
certain recently developed estimates of agricultural production expenses in 1939 
by major geographic divisions, 2/ have now permitted the development of estimates 
for 1939 which throw much light on these unexplored aspects of labor productivity 
and on the differentials existing in our agricultural structure. In this report i, 
estimates of gross and net farm labor productivity are presented for the United = 


States and major geographic divisions, for groups of farms classified by total 

_ value of agricultural production in 1939. These productivity measures must be 
regarded as estimates, as not all data needed are directly available from the | 
sources indicated. In general more reliability is to be attached to the relative a 
differentials indicated by the productivity estimates than to their absolute levels. 
An account of the procedures used in deriving the estimates along with a discussion 
of the concepts used and the comparability of these with other productivity and — 
income measures may be found in the Appendixe ace 


ge Bur. Census, *Bur: nee Econe and Farm Sec. Adm., ee of Specaticd Farm 
Characteristics for Farms Classified by Total Value of Products. De De Gov' Ge! 


Print, . Off.,dune 1943. | 
2/ State Estimates of Ex enses suinet Tacomas From Agriculture, 1929 1939-42. 
Bur. Agr, Econe, May 1944.6 : 
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REGIONAL ssi TIALS IN FARM LABOR PRODUG TIVITY 


“Whe types of agricul tural enterprises and their forms of organization in. 
the various regions of the United States are conditioned by the patterns of — 
natural resources--soil, rainfall, topography, length of growing season, etc. 
erhaps to an sousily important extent they are further conditioned by economic 
and cultural differences among regions which affect the organization and type-of-. 
farming, scale of operations,.tenure and credit arrangements, management, and 


<¢ 
Ys 


Re spaeeaaiie practices of the farming establishments of each regione 


a : The many factors charabing ive) pectuns refional dipravences: in apriculture 
‘Lead to marked differences among regions in gross cutput per farm worker. To 
- illustrate these differences it is convenient to choose the two major. geographic. 
‘divisions vhich usually show the most extreme differences in measures.of production 
per farm or per vorker-——the East South Ccontral States rhich almost always have the 
lowest values and the Pacific States which usually have the highest. In 1939, the 
total value of agricultural products sold, traded, or consumed at home averaged 
. only 9397 per farm worker in the States of Kentucky, Tennessee, Mississippi, and 
Alabama, in contrast with a total value of SL,314 per worker in the Pacific States 
of Nashington, Oregon, and California (table iy! af The importance of such differ— 
entials is great in any consideration of the numbor of Herat WORE Ce ae ane tes to 
oo given levels of navional a oroduction. 


a Regional differences in eross production per een aeerker are,to some extent 
affected by differences in the actual time put into farm work by different classes 


_ The estimated annual average number of farm workers was adjusted in each region to_ 
. allow for such differences, thus: reducing the estimates of the average employment 
See: ts farm workers. to an estimated "man—equivalcnt" employment. 4/ The: fourth column. oe 
in table 1 shows an adjusted: measure of gross labor productivity in which the total 
value of agriculturel oroduction has: been related to the estimated average number - 
8 "man—equivalent" workers in cach major geographic division. Although the © 
peernte value Of the resulting measure ees productivity is goo a ‘fifth to a. 


aa Tho annual average number of persons employed ' on farms by value groups was u& 
“estimated from information provi ided by the Census on the number of persons wee, on 
on farms during the last weeks of March 1940 and September 1939. It was assumed 
at. for each value group of farms in a major geographic division, the ratio of 
its annual average employment to its Merch-September average was the same as for’: 
all, farms in that. dati oes clea division. The geographic division ratio of amual 
average farm employment t to the March-Septembcr average was: eas from the Bur. 
Agr. Econ. current farm employment series. H 
ad “The "man—cquivalent" unit used in this study represents an approximation to. 

_ the labor time input and work capacity of the average farm operetor who is under 
65 years| of age. and does not work oft the ‘fe arm in excess of 100 days per yeare — 
Pe cau DD. 6-38. ) Se ee Be 


of workers and by..di ifferences in the vhysical capacity and skills of these classes. 


ae 


fourth higher for each division than the unadjusted measure, the adjustment makes 
no change in the rank order of the divisions with respect to gross production per 


farm worker. Thus, insofar as Census and other data permit estimated allowances 
for the time input and physical capacity of the various classes of farm workers, 
regional differences in farm labor productivity do not appear to be explained to 
any appreciable extent by the differences among regions in the proportions of 

pe ere ar. semi-retired operators or of unpaid family wrkers. 


| It is impossible to disentangle the effects of the many factors operauiee! 
to produce differences in gross productivity of farm workers in the various regions 


of the country. However, allowance can be made for the part of the gross return 


which is required to meet the current operating expenses of the farm, to pay taxes, 
meet depreciation charges, and to yield a reasonable return on all capital invest-— 
ment in land, farm buildings, machincry, and livestock (or to pay rent on these 

in cases vhere they are not owned). 5/ ‘hen such an allowance is estimated and 
deducted from the gross value of agricultural products, the remainder can be con-— 
sidered as an estimate of the net returns to labor and management. The last two 
columns of table 1 show such net returns related to the estimated annual average © 
number of farm workers both on an unadjusted and on a man-—equivalent- basise 


As will be seen in figure 1, these measures of net farm labor productivity 


still show great regional differentials, although somewhat less marked than in the « 


case of the gross productivity measures. The net returns per worker in the Pacific 
States was only 2.4 times that in the East South Central States as compared with a 


ratio of 3.2 for gross productivity (on a man-cquivalent basis). Only the Soubheme 
_ divisions fall below the United States average net returns to labor and management ~ 


of $289 per worker or $356 per man-cquivalent worker. Although the highest 
division and the lowest divisions keep their same ranks on net as on gross produc-— 


tivity, the other divisions are somevhat altcred in their relative positions. The 
West North Central States, partly because of relatively higher overhead costs and 


greater outlays for farm machinery, fall from third rank on gross productivity — 
to Sixth on net returns per worker (man-equivalont), whereas the Now England States” 
advance from fourth to Herond re 


| The measures presented of output per farm worker based on the total cane 
of agricultural production as reported in the 1940 Census of Agriculture may be 


subject to some dovmward bias, 6/ For the United States as a whole, the ostimate 


of gross farm income for 1939 made by the Bureau. of Agricultural Economics was 
9,121 million dollars comparable to the Consus figure of 7,814 million dollars. 


5 / Expenditures for hired labor (including perquisites) are an expense item when 
the net returns are computed for farm operators and unpaid family labor, but are © 
not treated as a cost when net returns are computed for all labor, both famly 
and hired. 


6/ Sce Appendix table 10 for estimates of the percentage poe of report~ 


ing to the Census the total value of agricultural production for 1939 by major | 
geographic divisions. The divisions having the smallest percentages were the 


Pacific ,States cia 78.4 percent and the Middle Atlantic States with 77.4 percente | 
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GROSS AND NET RETURNS PER FARM WORKER, UNITED STATES 
AND MAJOR ee OGRA ENE DIVISIONS, 1939 = 


; : DOLLARS PER WORKER* 
8 200 400 600 800 G00 21,200 = 1,400 = 1600 
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* VALUE PER °  OPERAPOR - EQUIVALENT” WORKER. : 
ESTIMATES BASED ON DATA FROM 1940 CENSUS OF AGRICULTURE AND B. A. E. PARITY INCOME ESTIMATES. 
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‘In addition, Government payments to farmers, which amounted to @07 million do- 
ain 1939, were not included in tne Consus figures on valuo of. production. If 
adjustments are made to the figures presented to allow for the difference betweer 
the BAE and Census figures on the total products sold, traded, or consumed by far 
houscholds and for Government payments, the average adjusted gross value of pros 
duction per worker becomes {71,628 for the United States as compared with $1,282 
-on an unadjusted basis. Comparisons of adjusted and unadjusted regional me res 
expressed es percentages of the United States averages indicate that althougn © 
adjustments do not affect the figures for geographic divisions cxactly proportior 
ately, there is no distortion to the ecneral pattern of regional differentials 
the Census or unadjusted figures (table 2). Most of the tables in this report 2: 
based on unadjusted valuc of production figures (that is as reported by the 1940 
Census). 7/ In general these are satisfactory for reflecting productivity dif. 
tials among regions or value of production classes of farms, but they do und 
state the absolute level of valuc of production per farm worker and allowance © 
should be made for this when comparisons are made of agricultural labor produc 
with productivity measures for other industricse oe 


oe For comparison of regional dirfercntials in aericulturcsl labor productivity 
with regional diffcrentials in the productivity of Labor in manufacturing industr 
a concept similar to that of Nvaluc added by manufacture" scems most appropriates 
This concept is intermediate between that of "gross! and not" Labor productivity 
as shown in table 1. From the total value of agriculturel products (adjusted 
upward for the difference between the BAR and Census figures and to include 
Government payments) the value of current operating expenses (exclusive of labor 
costs) has been subtracted to vrovide a rough measure of "value added by the 
agricultural production process." 8/ A comparison of this value-added measurc 
for agriculture with the value added by manufacture is showmm for the United State 
and cach major geographic division in table 3e Se. 


The regional diffcrentials are more marked in the case of value added by | 
the agricultural production proccss than in the case of value added by manufactu 
Tic East South Cmtral States have a "value added" per agricultural worker which — 
is only 57 percent of the national average as contrastcd vith on index of 162 
percent of the national average in the Pacific States, vhereas for manufacturing 


iy Sec Appendix, p. 39 for an explanation of the reason for using the unadjusted 
figures. 2 | 2 o 
/' $/ Thel'valuc added by manufacturc" is the increment in valuc as measured by the 
prices of goods produced and of matcrials used up in the manufacturing process. It 
3s calculated, in the cases of all industrics, by subtracting the cost of motcrials 
supplies, containcrs, fuel, purchased clcectric energy; and contract work from the — 
value of products. The "value ndded by the agricultural production process" fo 
computed as the total value of agricultural products less the amount of current 
- operating expenses (exclusive of iabor costs), gives a measure for agriculture © 
somewhat Less than a valuc strictly comparable with the "valuc added by manufacture 
concept. ‘The current operating expenscs subtracted include more than materials 
and power, actually used up in the production process, since some of the items 
included in current operating expenses represent additions to inventorye See tabl 
3, footnote 2 for items grouped under "current operaving expenses." eae 


© and hiehest porcenbnnen are 16 percent of the national average in” 
‘Atlantic States and 122 percent in. the Mountain. States. There 25), 

| Similarity in the ranking of the major. geographic divisions with 
these indications of labor productivity in agriculture and a ne 
cing, although the New England States are relatively much lower and ‘the 
“onal much heehee with Parner to value added by manufacture wee 


ia ry 


a Sry ae Groene en process. pore arc er availabe as to ean 
in manufacturing by geographic divisions, but the amount of investment 
farm buildings (other than dwellings), farm machinery and livestock has 
ated and throws much Light on the regional differentials in va alue added 
ricultural production process per worker. Regional differentials in the — 
agricultural resources per worker, as measured by the value of capital — 
it, Q/ are more marked than in the case of "value added" per vorker in 


; East South, ne States ‘have only 45 percent end the Pacific States c 
percent of the United States everage investment per ag sricultural workers 
southern divisions, whero the farm labor supply has generally been abundant, 
arclatively more importa ant factor in the agricultural produc tion process Bie 
other regions of the country. Because of the greater input of labor per 
output in the South, the ratio of "value added" to the.value of capital - ; 
n nt is highcr. Linge the south Atlantic States, the va ‘lue added by the agri- 
(1 production process per $100 capital investment wes eprom mately Na a 
the lest North Central States it was only $17. The low gross and net 
oy (oe farm labor in Southern agriculture reflects its lack of balance 


or and other production factors. 10/ 


. 


“hoe! 


_ SIZE-OF-ENTERPRISE: DIFFERENTIALS IN FARM LABOR PRODUCTIVITY 


PH 


e regionel. Ge fPeronecs Abeta in gross or a farm labor. productivity 

ot, explaina able, in terms of any single factor, but to.a large.degree they . 
% labor productivity differentials that exist among classes of farms. when : 
ctor are grouped according to their size of enterprise. Various items might — 

d as indexes of size of enterprise~-value of land and Moree size of | 
in acres), acres in cropland, number of workers, etc. But if comparisons | es 
be valid for diffcrent parts of the. country and for different types of Fem, 
eSt i. index available is the tot al value of agricultural production on a 


ee 


tim imates of capital tn banat per worker include the valuo of Land, "etouy 
r owned or rented by the farm operator. 7 pee 
a summary of data ‘on regional differentials in land, equipment , and live- 
sources with which the Labor resourccs operate, see Harriet L. Herring, 
gional Indices of Agriculture al Equipment Basic to Southern Regional .. 
" Social Forces, 22 Se 1943) pp. 33-40. 3 
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the farm during a . givon year. The total value of products expressed in dollars 
serves as a rough: common denominator of the effectiveness with which the various: a 
- resources of land, machinery, livestock, capital, and labor have been combined | ae 

in one year's agricul tural operations. Special tabulations of a 2-—percent Sanee ee 
of all farm schedules in the 1940 Census 11/ permit the development of measures = 
of gross and net farm labor productivity for farms classified into 13 groupe : 
according to their total value of agricultural products in 1939. 


For all farms nbpeintciiee some value of production in 1939 the average relies 


of production per worker, estimated on an annual average basis, was $772, although Co 


this average was not attained on ‘any value groups of farms where the total value” 
of products was less than $1,500 (table 4). Thus 4.6 million farms, or 77 perceng 
of all classified farms, 12/° are in value groups “hich have an average gross . 
value of production per worker of amounts ranging from $360 to 8679, with average 
productivity in the $1,000 to $1,500 value group ith falling short of the’ 
average for all farm workers by about 9 percent. These 4.6 million farms had an Vee 
average annual cmploymmt in 1939 of 6,640,000 or 65.6 perecnt of all farm workers, 
With /4e/ percent of the annual average number of family workers and 35.9 percent 
of the hired workors, but the gross valuc of their production represented only, 

Bed percent of the total for all farms. In contrast, the 1.4 million farms in 
value of production groups of $1, 500 or more, with 34.4 percent of the workers, 
were responsible for. the production | of 67.5 pereent of the total value of products " 
and had an average value produced per. worker of from 9894 to p29 Vode 


ine tremendous differences between the high and low value cloeees ey mas 
in productivity per worker shown ebove are to a considerable degree exaggerated — 
by differences in the time put into farm work and by differences in capacity and - 
skills of different classes of workers. ‘he same types of adjustments wore made | 
to allow for such differences in the workers on ca ich value group‘of farms ee 
made for geographic divisions. | a het Os 


| - ehotieh the adjustments modify somewhat the extreme differences between 


valuc classes when gross productivity per vorker is computed on the basis of the ae oR 


"man-cquivalent" employment estimates, the nature and direction of the relationship 
is not appreciably affected. Thus when an allowance for types of workers in the : 
several value classes is madc, the level of worker productivity on low-income farms “4 7 
is still so low in contrast with that of the highcr valuc classes that the COR fh” | 
‘clusion is inescapable that a tremendous amount of undcremployment and ineffective 
employment cxisted on the farms in 1939,. | c : aes a 


Table 4 shows also the same types of measures of tnotit La ous productivity 
as were estimatcd for the geographic divisions—-that is, gross valuc of production > 
less operating cxpenses, taxes, maintcnance, or depreciation and return on capital - 
: investment and/or FONG The average for oll classificd: farms is ane per worker | 


For all farms with value of production of : 10,000 or morc the He ‘bulations wore 
made for all farms rether than on a sampling’ basise pe 
12/ The term "classified farms" rcfcrs to those farms which npeeies some value ae i 
agricultural paging tion in 1939 and henee could be cle ssificd by total valuc of 

products. . ae | ce 


‘labor productivity for farms classificd by totel value of 


ao Oe 


(man=equivalent), with farms in thc value of production classcs of less than $250 


_ showing an average net loss, 13/ whereas farms in the {310,000 or more class 
showed an average net return to labor and management of $1,311 per workcr. 


The relationships of gross and net returns per worker to size of farm enter- 
prise as measured by total value of products pcr farm arc shown graphically in 
figure 2. The curves for both gross and net productivity of farm workers rise 
rapidly with increasing size of enterprise in the value-of+production classes of 
less than $2,500. Both continue to riso, though at a slower ratc, up to the 
highest valuc group of farms, those with a total value of products of $10,000 and 
OVCT’« 


The increases in efficiency of labor utilization with increases in size of 
farm enterprise, as measured by net returns to labor and management per worker, 
are most marked in the groups of farms which had a total value of production of 
less than 61,000 in 1939. It is in this range thet the relatively greatest 
increments in net returns per worker are possible from moderate increases in 


resource factors other than labor. It is in this range that agriculture in the 


United States fell farthest below any reasonable standards of affording alequate 


returns or productive employment to its workers during 1939. 14/ 


The measures presented on net productivity differentials for farms grouped 
by size of enterprise need to be cxamined for validity with respect to the effect 
upon them of regional differences and of diffcrencesin types of production. The 
Southern divisions have a larger-—than-proportionate share of farms in the lower 
value of products groups end the ‘western divisions have a larger-than—proportionate 
share in the highcr value of products groups. Similar estimatcs of gross and net 
roducts were developed 
for cach major geographic division scparatcly (table 5). Even though the distri- 


a 


ss 


‘bution of farms among the valuc of production classes differs greatly in the 


a Several factors are important in intcrprcting the negative returns shown for 
L fe Ca i 


ai 


‘the lower value groups of farms. The lowest value of production group includes, 

‘in addition to bona fide low-incame farms, many "rural residenccs" technically 
qualifying as farms, which have higher operating expenses than value of production. 
The groups also contain a number of farms which normally would have a much higher 
value of production but because of partial crop failure, other disaster, or the 
situation of a farm which is just being develoocd. Moreover ccrtain farms which 
actually had 2 higher valuc of production may be classified in the very low value 

of production classcs because the operator changed and the new operator did not 

know and hcnce could not report to the Census the full value of production on the 
farm during the preceding year. In making the cstimatcs of net returns to labor 

end management an allowence for a return on capital investment wes deducted whether 
or not such « capital return was actually realized and this method of bookkeeping 
resulted in showing ncgabive returns for family lebor and management. 

14/ In a broader social sense, cffective use of Labor whether it be operators or 
hired workers would nced to be gq,gcd not only in terms of how productive labor 1s 
during the time it is actually employed but also in terms of the portion of the year 
it is cmployed and the portion of the ycar it is eithcr unemployed or underemployed. 
Data ac not available on duration of cmployment of individual workcrs by value | 
groups of farms and hence these aspects of the problem are not treated in this study. 
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‘different regions, the measures of gross and net oroductivity per worker show 


very similar and very regular progression upward in successively higher value groups 
for every major gcographic division, although not nearly so high absolute valucs 

are reached in the Southern as in the other divisions. Only in the East South 
Central division is there an exception to the regular progressions the et 


net returns to labor and management per worker are reached in the $1,500 to $2,000 


class with a gradual and somewhat irregular decline in the higher elnsHee: Lo] 


Thus while the size of enterprise differentials in net labor productivity for the 
United Statcs as a whole are exaggerated by 2 larger-—than-—proportionate number of 
Southem farms in the lower value groups and of non-Southern farms in the higher 


valuc groups, these regional differences do not explain away the sizc-of-enterprise 


‘differentials, since the latter exist within divisions. 16/ 


y 


On the other hand, a great part of the regional diffcrenecs can be aecountcd 
for in Germs of aouePuctberariae differences. For cxample, if the Bast South 
Central division hod the same net returns to lebor and management per farm on each 
of its several value groups of farms as the Pacific States had, but. had Kept ats 
own distribution of farms by size of entcrprisc, its all-farm average net production 
per farm would have becn changed only from $303 to $458, in contrast with 41,101 
per farm in the Pacific Statcs. Or if the wor!:crs on farms in the East South 
Central States had the same net returns per worker as was the case on farms in 
corresponding valuc of production classes in the racific States, the all—farm 
overage net returns to labor or managoment per workcr in the East South Central 
division would have been lower than it actually was. 


| The a rea On 82 diffcrentials in both gross ond net Labor produc- 
tivity need to be examincd also with respect to the types of enterprises in the 
several veluc of production classcs. The productivity measures for the several 
value of production “roups of farms imply that the composition of production in 
the sevorel groups is sufficicntly similar to permit the making of valid com-— 
parisons. Figure 3 shows by an arca diagram the broad differences in the types 

of production occurring in 1939 on fam of different valucs of output, starting 
from farms with less then 3100 worth of products at the cxtrome loft to farms with 


15/ in the South Atientic cnd West South Gcontral divisions irregularitics in 
trond occur, but farms cath 2 eo tal veluc of production of $10,000 or over have 
higher net; returns to labor ead management than an¥ other valuc groups of farms. 
16/ It should be recognizcd thet we do not have figures for Southem plantations 
4s operating units since cach individual sharecropper unit is reported to the 
Census as a separate farm. If data wore available to treat the plantation as 

an opcrating unit, the productivity diffcrentials between large end small farms 
in the South might be appreciably altcred. 
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‘CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL VALUE OF 
_ AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS BY TYPE OF PRODUCT AND BY 


VALUE GROUPS OF FARMS, UNITED STATES, 1939 
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PERCENTAGE OF:TOTAL VALUE OF PRODUCTS BY SPECIFIED TYPES OF PRODUCTS (CUMULATIVE) 
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PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VALUE OF ALL PRODUCTS BY VALUE GROUPS OF FARMS (CUMULATIVE) 
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00,000 at the extrome right. 17/ 


- In somo respects, the contrasts arc ercet between the composition of mace 
rv “production of farms with a very low valuc of products and those with very 
values. In the lowest valuc of products groups, farm products used by farm ce 
cholds make up more than half of the total value of production whereas on the oe 
ghost income farms: the as aban es is Sieingiacinpie! Fe bie io which makes ee BE 


yale of cai only on farms in he. highest: a aly SEER HO: In conti 
eae ficld erops Rca sons sees ees of total value of Sapterha. on 


the income range. 


. he groupine of all field cross into a single-ca togory hides some important : 
ferences in types of crops on ferms in thc dirfercnt value of products. classos. 
Such specialized products as cotton, tobecco, sugarcano, sugar bets; and potatoes re 
included in the ficld-crop category, 2s are corn, small grains, hay, otc. 

on and tobacco wovld no Goubt show a heavier concentration on farms in bie 

er best of the gross—income range whereas the sugar ¢rons, grains, and potatocs 

Id show 2 a) rele eat eere ter congom Pabl en on ecies in the higher gross Ss—incone - 


3 


h 


Be. large. ene of production: es home usc on tho Lowest neds groups ~ 
Ort “docs not represent mawehegies different commoditics, as. production | for 


Rg entire . Soon of he fieurc. ete 100 perce Of. the total value bf aly 
icultural production in 1939, vith cach shadcd portion -reprcscnting the fraction 
the entire arce which the indicatcd ty ypes of geil meade up of the total value — 
ricultural production. For cxamplc, ‘the arca labcled "ficld crops"! covers Bie — 

, of the entire a arco. of the disgrem. ‘This ponerse the lereest peremtage © 

eny single group of vroducts. Noxt in importence is "Livestock! with its shaded | oes 
Se 22.6 porceent. of the entire arca; and next is "farm products uscd o 


FP the form hhouscholds"" which, oe eee > percent , ieee pare. exceeds "dairy" vith 
403 porcent. ne | oe Tas - 


EE at 
3. 


Ue Pech the tower of the a horizontal, sca fe may. be read off the size of form 
$ moasurcd in tatel valuc of products per farm, the vertical secle indicating the 
percentage distribution of total cgricultvrel produetion-on farms of this size by 
fpes of product. The uppor of the two horizontel scales measures the proportion 
" the total weluc of production contributed by ‘farms in successivdly higher valuc. 
asses. For cxamplc, farms with gross valuc of products of less than $600 per.. 
rm (numbering 268 million) .contri’wted only about 11 perotnt of thc Nation's 
a. Sale Se eee the ene nara of Ad» > perecnt of the total 
of the diagram by 2 strip on a 
f the total areca of the chart. 


Rete, atten te oh 00 Seg per ee ee 
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falling off in the relative importance of the valuc of home-consumed products 


over of animals fed for only a short period of time on certain types of livestock © 
farms tends to cause a considerable proportion of these farms to be classified in 


in 1939, the average distribution of production by type of products is similar, 


course, vary widely in composition of their production, but for any given yale 


on the middle range of farms, even though a ee proportion of the individual farms | 


~ lie 


home use which consists of the other types shown, is made up mainly of poultry, | 
dairy products, livestock, field crops, vegetables, and fruits. There is a rapid 


from the smallest farms to farms having progressively larger valucs of output. 

Even on farms with a gross valuc of output as low as $500, over 60 percent of the = 
value of their production was sold. This indicatcs that mony small farms engage ae 
in commercial production although on a Tory small scaleo. eae On: cheek ore cotton © ' 
and tobacco farms | oes I 


Mike fact thet ta betaok sales. comprise progressively Larger fra ctions. of - « 
the value of products on those farms that have higher gross incomes is only partiy = . 
due to the greater frequency of large-scale livestock operations. In part it arises 
from the practice of crediting cach farm with all sales made during a year, regard—- 
less of the length of time the livestock were on thc farm. Thus the yopid turn oo 


the higher value groups end tends to cxaggeratc the importance of Livestock Li tne. 
production composition of this group. : | eee 


- Contrasts between the very highest and the very lowest gross-income groupS = = = 
are marked, but for the great middle range of farms between income limits of $1,000 : 
and $20,000 per farm, shifts in composition of production from one cnd of the range — 
to the other are generally very gradual. For farms in this range, which produce = 8 * 
68.5 percent of all egricultwrel production and 72.4 percent of marketed products a 


Individual farms in this gross-—income range or in any part of the range would, of 


group of farms, the percmtage composition would bo mescemragal to that for other 
value groups within the range. | 


— Farms with Weue of products of &20,000 or more in 1939 show eonasders LoL Ge 
differences ein avcrage composition of production from farms in the middle range. 
However, the diffcrenccs are not great cnough to mean a fundamentally different 
pattern of production. For cxample, livestock takes first place over ficld crops, == = 
but the latter is the sccond most important source. Vegetablcs, fruits and nuts, 
and horticultural specialtics become more important, but combined these threc i 
represent less than one-fourth of all production. Therefore, the average production = 
composition on this highest group of farms rctains some essential similarity to that — 


ee 


in ‘this. group are highly specie Wiacd.’ 


In gmeral, we may conclude that there is sufficient homogeneity in type of 
products to permit valid comparisons of gross and net productivity for all value 
groups except possibly the very lowcst and the very highest. 18/ 


oe! 18/ Althou gh bgponn?-priductioh data are available for several valuc groups above 


| crm or MOrCe . 


$10,000, the necessary information for making ostimates of labor productivity is. 
available only for the Satire group of farms with value of products per farm of 


pea oat 


REGIONAL AND STZE-OF-FARM DIFFERENTIALS IN LEVEISOF 
DIVING OF PERSONS ENGAGED IN ee i | 
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Fat 


_Labor productivity differentials under differant combinations of production 


Go of aifferent dactans of derieuibane as. i whoduetive Taeeeee, but also 
for their bearing on the level of living of those eh ae an aericulture,. The 77 
annual net returns for a vear of agricultural work vary greatly among regions, among 
groups” of farms ¢lassificd according to total value of. production, and Poe ae 
‘oro major classcs of farm workers--family workcrs, including operators and unpaid — 
Penboxs af their: ‘granite, and hired workers. 


: Alt eh measures have becn presented of average "net returns to. labor and 
Peasdencntt per worker to indicate differentials in net labor productivity, it 
should not be inferred that the "nct returns" from farming are actually divided 

_ emong family and: hired workers in proportion to their respective inputs Of 53 ime. 

_ The operator and unpaid family workers gct what remains from the net returns to 
Pies bor ond management after weges to hircod labor arc paid. In addition the farmer _ 
may receive a net return on capital investment for all or for any fraction omed © 
of the Land, farm buildings, machinery, and livestock. To reveal differentials 

in net income from farming available for family living, it is necessary to develop. 
separate estimates for family ond for hired workers and to include in. the estimates. 
ae see fam Seen returns allowed on owned capital SO STaTNT 


ee net income from farming = rom i & farn ORES Ne in the United: : 
te 3 $693 in 1939 (table 6). 19/ This figure includes an adjustment of the 
Census fioure to .the BARE cstimates of the comparable value of agricultvrs:l produc- 
tion and to include the value of Government paymats to farm operators. As the. 
average number of "man—cquivalent" family workers cnploycd throughout the year was 
slightly less tnen one per farin, the nct income from farming per man—equivalent 
Worker is slightly higher--$714. No precisely comparable measure of average income 
available for family living (cither on an individual or family basis) exists for 
a all | persons: who vexed as hired farm laborers during 1939. 20/ If eriployment of: ° + 


“19S The net—income concept used here is the same as the net income to farm opere— 
tors from farming" uscd in psrity—income computations with the folloving modifica— 
tions: 1 Net rent and ALA veayments to landlords on farmsere not included in 2 
these cstimatcs, since ell rent on the farm was considercd os on expense; (2) +he- 
rental valuc of the operator's ipa was not included in the cstinste of gross —. 
income nor were any cz epenses or allowences for maintenance or depreciation, taxcs, 
_ etc. allocable te the farm sel aed deducted in arriving 2t the net income, ; 
ela Certain date on wage and sclary income of individuals end families ere aN ane 
able from the 1940 Population Consus, but they do not. provide the basis for compu. 
ing the mcen wage and salary inconec af a1 persons "mo vorked ts fam 12 ‘borers dur— ee 
ing 1939 nor the mcan income of the familics of such persons, Bor all persofis in. 
the United omg classified as farm laborers in the weck- of March 24+30, T9LG,. Shae 
median ennua il wage ond salary income reccived in 1939 ws $249 as compared with the. 
median of { 163, for all wage end salary workers engaged in nona ericultural oceupa~ 
tions. Becausc tho data on wage and selary income arc presentod in a distribution 
with an opm-cnd interval, vrecise computation of the mcan income for cach ou 
is get oe es 


ae 


ba dinor ae o 


hired workers for 12 months of the yoar is assumed, the avorage wage cost per ae 
man-year of hired labor can be used as an estimate of the average annual carnings — 
of hired farm laborers. Because not all hired farm workers had le months of — 
employment in 1939, however, such an peer ne necessarily gives a higher estima te : 
than tho actual cverage for all persons who 7 orked as hired laborers on farns oe 


Seay 1939. 21/ | ) | - oe a 


B 


The Ange two columns in table 6 provide an indication of the new Téa oe 
fe Paine per man-year of family labor and per man-year of hired labor for ‘tine oi 
United States and major regions in 1939. The former varies from 9573 in the Sou 

to $1,117 in the West, whercas the corresponding figures for hired 1a ‘borers are ‘* 
$258 and $687. The ratio of the camings per man-year of hired farm labor to thee 

net farm income per man-ycar of family Lebor is lowest in the South, only 45 per— 

eent, and highest in the North Cmtral States where it reaches 63 percents: These © 
all-farm regional averages indicate the cxisting differentials in farm—derived 

income availeble for family living among regions and betweon farmers and farm oe 
laborers, cven though they do not include any cstimate of income derived from non = 
de sources. 


er sss earning do not afford a basis for comparing the respective carne. | 

ings of the family workers and hired farm workers who aro working on farms of the | 
same size of enterprisc. Similar estimates for the family and hired workers on ve 

cach group of farms classified by the total value of production in 1939 have been | : 
Dec ncd ona basis comparable to the Census- reported valuc of products and © a 
excluding Governmmt payments (table 7). These cstimates arc comparable in income 
concept to the all-fearm estimates shovm in the first 3 columns of table 6 for cach — 
region. Their exclusion of Government payments means that they understate the net 
income of farm opcrators by a larger proportion than they understate the annual 
wage ea Hangs _ hired farm worker. | 


The net ee oe to family lebor, capital, and management por family and per 
family worker and the annual wege income per man-year of hired labor are shovm in: 
table 7 for the farms of cach major region classificd by total value of products — a 
‘in 1939. These cstimatcs show thc wide differentials cxisting in net farm-derived 


income per worker among farm-opcrator families on the groups of farms classificd - 
by size of enterprise. The unequal distribution of farms among gross INCOMG. 7 po 
classcs appears to have its counterpart in the distribution of farmers by not 7. 


income from farming. This is suggested by the wide range in the average not-farm 
income level of farm familics inthe sevcral gross value of. products classcse 
Form familics in the $1,000 to $1,499 class, who numbered about 700,000, averaged 
a net farm income of only *} $537, while the 3,900,000 farm fomilics in successive 
alue groups bclov the | 51,000 limit had progressively smallcr average net incomes > 
from farming. In the $ 8D 000-32, 499 veluc class, where mony of the family-size, 
commercial ferms arc to be found, the net income from farming averaged less than 
ely 000 per family, although the 52,000 pie mcrs with gross incones of $10,000 end 


sy, Of the persons in the experienced" coher: force during the last woek of March 
1940 who were classified as hired form leborers by the Census, 58.7 percent 
reported working less than 12 months during 1939 
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oe: States 28 2 | whole, the not returns per tring se 


AB gate for mo nleing’ a dheok nae arison 
: > famers who hired them. — In 1939, 6269 porean 
sea no. "expands tures for hired labor at all, and the expenditures — 
entrated in the upper income classes. The extent of 


form wor kcrs din the by kee Sori Paha cl is indicat ted co 
ave any group On. 


4 


EP pouae Of farms are ‘the same bles oy 
CI ‘were distributed - in pee! tule heve been over $2,400 ‘per workore 
le in sharp gontrast to the on income of 3349 ae hired worker 
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Mig . it j ° he 


: 


/ 


dpe farm incone ond & 


aranntei 
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Table 1.-Total value of F gor chitirel products and net returns to labor and “managenent per farm worker, 
by United States and geographic setens, 1939 uM 


: : : $ Net returns to ene 
: : Totel. .§ Total value of pr roducts oo mic 2nd nanagerent 
Area : : value of ; ¢: Perman 2 ~ :. Per man. 
: Number : products : : equivalent: = : equivalent 
oo ) _:_ of farms __:_ per farm : Per worker : worker : Per worler : worker 
Number “Dollars > Dollars : Dollars e. Dollars-_ Dollars : 
"United States 6,096,799 _—«i, 282 765 94.2 289 356 
New England 135,190 606 995 2E ORs - 392 491 
Middle Atlantic 348,100 1,687 902 | 1,129 355 ee 
East North Central 1,006,095 1,475 954 1,197 336 422 = 
West North Central 1,090,574 1,678 1,046 - 1,286 294, 361 - 
South Atlantic 1,019,451 898 480 608 Ss ae 308 ee 
East South Central —_ 1,023,349 sb 486 196 241 
West South Central 964,370 995 587 700 ese 
Mountain 233,497 2,085 <. ange Led 488 a8 
‘Pacific 276,173 2,549 echt ee | ee «588 _ 


a/ The total value of peel sie pode is that reported by the 1940 ee or. rene ee and 
it does not include Government payments to farmers. The net returns exclude Government payments and 
alse the rental value of farm ee tees, See pies for sources = eee! definition of verms ; ang 
oe of deriving Sst reseees. | oe ? | 


tion as. ‘reported in th 
oo Sensus: of | derioulture 


oe - OR ee ee -$.. Per man-.. me 2 oo | 
ee a | Per farm _ en ee ee Ht Worker =. Per form. ft equivalent worker rker 
« Area Tperoenteper sPercentage:' . ‘Percentage: “Percentage 
eke ee ne ees 3 SPU. Sc bE oe oh Or a Se t ee ee 
| Oe eae im ee oe Value _: average :-Value : average : Value 
a ay ae ee reent “Dollars Percent Dollars Percent “Dollars: 
[-  ..United States ote | Sap | ae. (108,01 bee 100 : ae 
| Newhart ee. 
) Middle Atlantic 1,687. «131.6 = 1,229 19.9 2520813526 ; 
Bast North Central 1,475 115.1 1,197. «2127.2 -1,845.. 193.3 3,498 
4 ee North Central. | 2,07) (231.0 L0G aga = ate ie 41,58 2 We 
See et eee ee 


. r: oe 9 a “sf 


ee a mee 


Se . ‘East South Central 


Dy ie - 


ay v “ . 
} ‘ . : + %p 
? ei, % 3, i K 4 i ” 4 
ee nN : a ae * & ‘ BA ee ie 7 eaas 
* > ” ” ant + Nay ¢ - 27 : « 3 
i Pape Ar fe A teas % 5 : i 
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Table ce “idedosr ibe bf value “added oy tne Sacer tol Wapek: eracuets a process with: value 1e added by manufacture 
per worker, United States and geographic pide jects 1939 - . os ae ; : 


CR ——"TValue added by es 


“Value added by 


i/ Census of Manufactures, 1939. 


: Value added by : agricultural produc! eS are 3 the agricultural 
: manufacture : tion process 2/ | :Cepital Segensuen’: 3/: production process 
:. per > per worker (ane per farm worker $i per $100 fixed — 
Area : employ eel : equivalent) _ (man-e uivalent) . capital investment 
. Wersentace : :Percentage: . . $Percentage $  3Percentage 
Boe oie eee, ee. Pe ts 8. aU, ea | of U. S. 
vee co ae NB ies 8 average. t- Value Value: average : Value | average 3 Value 3 average 
Dollars Percent Dollars Percent Dollars Percent - Dollars Percent 
‘United States 2,762 1006 867 100.0 4222 100.0 20.54 200.0 
| New England 2,261 er: 950 109.6 3,451 S1.7 27.53 AD 
Middle atlantic 2 5862 103.6 952 109.8 3,825 90.6 24.88 T23gt | 
East North Central 3,094 re ets 1,112 128.3 6.083 Wage 89.4 i 
| ; . | ‘ » t 
| ‘West North Central 3,084 — 111.7 1,135 130.9 6,702 158.7 16.93 g2.4 Be 
| : he \ | | , L 
| South Atlantic 2,092 157 583 67.2 1,958 W6.4 +. 29.78 ~~ 145.0 : 
\ a - ; : * 
East South Central 2,122 76.8 493 “56.9 sey UL 7 eo.1k.. Tele 
West South Central 2,754 99.7 716 a6 3,379 80.0 21.20 Ose 
Mountain 3.372: 1p2.i 1,204 138.9 6, 23 147.9. 19.29 93.9 
Pacific 4 p39 116.6 . 1,409 162. rae eu 170. g 19. 5 624 


o) Total value of agricultural production (adjusted to the ie: AgT wx ee ‘Lowat: and to inclu Coromen 
payments) less the following operating expenses: feed purchased, livestock purchased, fertilizer and Lime, 
cost of operating motor vehicles, and a group of miscellaneous expenses consisting of such items as seed, 
insecticides, containers, electricity for production, twine, ginning, operating gas and steam engines, _ 
irrigation, grazing, miscellaneous dairy supplies, blacksmith and miscellaneous hardware supplies, ete. 

3/ Total value of land and buildings (less estimated value of dwellings) plus value of livestock and 7 
machinery. | , : 3 < 
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, Table beTotal value of agricultural products and nee returns to Labor and managenent per farm eerie: by 
value groups of farms, 
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United States 
All farms” 
‘Classified farms 
| $1-99 
100-249 
250-399 
4,00-599 
600-749 
7390-999 
| 1,000-1,499 
1,500-1,999 
2,000-2,499 
2 5500-3 ,999 
4000-5 5999 
6,000-9,999 
10,009, and over. 


S53 
I/ Se atti: fer sources of data, 
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United Bees 1939 1/ 


Total value 
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Number of of products : 
farms . . 2 per farm ..-: Pe: 
Number ‘Dollars 
: 6,096,799 1,282 
5 99685755 1,309 
332,195 57 
812,810 173 
821,616 320 
870,629 491 
4,79 481 669 
574 5094 865 
708,917 1,222 
Ribs ,o8L 1,726 
eae 2,220 
375,973 a 
165,679 4,5 806 
88,947 7,498 
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837 
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L298 


1,599 
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850 


~ 
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356 
364. 
164, 
-2 
103 
177 
233 
269. 
325 


4,02 


eee 
_ 600 


702 
881 


Net returns to labor __ 
and management 
Per man— 
equivalent 
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Dollars 


- 12 -. 


21311 


a * 


“Waple 5." 2 


A ans. 1939 1 oe 
Jy divisions, 1999 ft 
— = — Bu ag i per farm farm | sReturns per worker “(man—equivalent) 

Area and’ , 8 ; Net returns to : Net returns — : Net returns to:Net returns to 
value group . 3 : slabor capital : to labor and : : labor, capital:labor and 


: total :& management: management __: Total :_& managem ment :management 
; Number =. Galwe..< To. 2.29 ¢ To <4 Ao ae : To . Te + Te. see 
of | of ~ sfamily + all ‘family ‘411 ef ~sfandiy all... family. ae 
farms sproducts: labor : labor : labor : labor : _prodxts: labor : labor : labor : labor. 


i ~ Number ‘Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Uoeters Dollars Dollars 
United States | | — 
All farms - 6,096,799 1,282 502 638 349 485 942 517 =: 469 359 356 
‘Classified farms 5,968,755 1,309 517 656 $65. 501 951 538 AG 370 364, | 

$1~99 932,195 457 =f) =f as. dS @  si29 2102. =e X64 i 
100-249 m2,810 173 22 35 oe ee ee a 
250-399 821,616 — 320 195 2 ass 2. mw 4 bo 4 Re 
4,00-599 870,629 491 239 266 ie. 205 4,24, 0 330 we ro 
600-749 479,481. 669 B41. | 376 2 25 247 233 te 
750-999 5745094  . 965 ae 4,66 S10 362: Ba nea BE B51 269 | 
1, 000-1, 499 708,917 1,222 537 625 S87, 475 ee 
1,500-1,999 416,081 1,726 706 848 497 639 1,087 640 534 451 4,02 
2, 000-2, 499 261,020 2,229 gg0. 1,077 6S 0). Teor. ok 7 560 ATT 
2,500-3,999 375,973 9,11 1,208 <4 ,512 $65 14166 «15599 15082 
4,,000-5 ,999 165.679 4,806. 1,079. 2,209< 1,161. 1,751 1,996 1,58 909 1,053 7 ee 
6 5000-9 ,999 88,947.7,498 2,602 3,650 1,809 2,857 4312 2,477 1,125 1,722 88l 
10,000 and over 58, 313 22,989  .8,690- 12,948. oe »313 10, 572 2,850. 9,611 1,605 6,982 1,312 


| sources of data, definiti on of tems, and methods of "deriving estimates. ee : . 
ee ee oe | (continued) 
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ss Blassified fans 131,760...1,703° 627: . 906 - 438-2 Tb 2,256 3 707 


a 19,696 WT I ke OF e4L 2 S8e a Ae 
< ee ey ee 
| ee a a ee a 
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: 8 ce ee Ve ase © ye es a ay 
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‘Table 5 -Returns per farm and per farm worker,’ by value groups of fams, United States end geographic : 
divisions, 1939 Bes eee BPG 5 OA eee oe | ee ey a ae : 
Ee : : het per fan farm | se peas oe eu sor(nancoquivalent) — oe 
: 4 Net returns Ho wWNet-returmis: 3 -: sNet returns to :Net returns © 
: S  (”. Phabot, sapataz sto Pabor and< 3 2 slabor, capital 5 labor. and 
Area and >; ._ Total sand management smanagement _: Total :and_ management :managem ment | 
value group : Number : value : To ee ks Pfo 2 4-40 Salve 3° To) Re io er nag, Tz 
+ oF t Of. ss -Pardisre ali. ee Mle os GE." S2aneiy ¢: aid Peet | ae 
: farms :prodicts: abor : labor : labor : labor :pm ductelabor : labor : labor : ‘labor 


ae ~ Nunber ‘Pollars ‘Dollars Dollars Dollars Dol Dollars Eos ate Hees nebea & ars ‘Dollars Dollars 

Middle Atlatic he 3 | : | ap ; 

All fams 348,100 1,687 er ea oe 686 «580. 
Classified farms (340,001 15727. 650. 602 40th Li“ c 
$1499 22,502. sy ae Rh RO tO 

100-249 40,820 i ee 
230-999 33,141 8 G0 a ee ger; oe 115. * 54 2 
400-599 GaN. 92 He ah 35° Yoo Eo 
600-749 19,989 670) 3364 Bele Ba 4 262 a7 354933 a 
ERG) IT BGR 377 486 kD os 
1500061499 ... - 43,859 - 1,294. 54 628 345 4502 aye 508 AAZ 341 324 
Jj500-4;909 51,70 1,732 mo = AO:t«“‘z;-CQOR? OM 5k 
(2000-25499 22,458 2,293- + 99R 2,219 752 OG. 1,246. 90h 677 08 ee 
25500-3,999 > *34,964 2 3,222 1,325 (1,621 (1,008 -1,303° 1,465 1,148 761 ee Gi ee 
4,000-5,999 16,405 4,804 1,764. 2,449 1,295 1,980 1,746 1,580 890 1,160 20 
6,000-9,999 8,558 7,462 2,129 3,504 1,395 2,770 2,040 1 1866958 | 1,222 57 


10,000 and over ons mae See Gen 6,571. 12,175 2, 586 8, 1994 eee eS yas 
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rier. alt 
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a2 East North Central | | 
A farms «1,008,095 1,475 576 : be 
= | Classified - farms — 982,475 | 1,510 505 : reo. ae 539 1,209 _ 628 
: $1499 $8,009 SS RR 
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) a ee, Oe 


oes. ie ee ee. 


| 600-749 Se, ea 6th 


Boe a 
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1,500,909. =«W0G,O12 =~ 1728 58 BOB ak OSA 120k GS 


: Sea woe 2 ES A Ne 825. 1,463 BIB 


a - 2,500-3,999 cf ee 94,926 << 3,101 1,292: * 1,555 . 960 1,223 
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eble eoRetunis per farm and - per farn adap by valve groups of forms, United States and neers C - 


divisions,” 1939 it A rtrd 


Area and 
value group 


West North Central 


All farms 


g1-99 
100-249 
250-399 
400-599. 
600~749 
750-999. 


~ 1,000-1,499 


1,500-1,999 
2, 000-2, 499 
2,,500-3,999 


4000-5 ,999 
“6 1000-9999 
10, 000 and over 


; i & ' : re K : nd Re GE tit SE OO ee ea gee Nea eae 
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1,090,574 
1,066,716 


42,714 
86,861 
84,519 
106 , 397 
24,4053 


109,974, 


114,446 


78,346 


116,971 


49,101 


22,704 


a ome 
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“eNet returns + 


| - Net returns to : 
oe cs eg habory “capita ito Taber ond 
3 sand management zmanagument 
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Se ~~ Number " Dollar Dollars Dollars “Dollars ra Dolla rs Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars. 
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ae . 7 


> South | ‘Atlantic™ . ne | a bia ee ee a 
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ee E date ee 
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ee ee 
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Se 


: All fams 2 (0 oe ee ee ee ee i , 
Classified farms 1,001,426. 915. 454 i wi Ge ee 5 oe 
Po See 51,4 Kh 58 =34 mi a Oe aa ee 2 
a 100-249": | ee a a ee 
5 Seas. GS ea i eR I a a CR 
POs Ra, a Oe 
| 600749; conte. (OOl” At. A a a OS 
moped i Oe. RL a SA 50 563 4,69 393 ate. c 
(1,000-2,499 114,329. 1,207 to, #4 66> 7 - 693 sgn G7. 
1, 500-1,999 505262 1,74, 80 1,05 2? 83 83 7 519 593 eee 
3500024499 ws gry. © hee tek 98,166. 052 atk 
~ '2y50043,999 29,058 3,078 1,350 1,771, 1,025 . 1,446 1,152 1,255. 663-953 5 
" y000-5,999 -=s«A IMS 4,806. 1,584 2,472 OND 1,928 1472 - 2a | bop ae os 
8000-9, 999 64382. 7,549 > 1, 832 9,428: 891 QiA8T~ 14254: °R,292 570, Las 3s 


“See ‘Appendix: for - sources of data,’ definition et terms, - cand methods of deriving | estimates. 
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Net income to farm 


operators iron from FOzEIne_ 


. G@e ee ee. ae. @@ j ee 


Area 3Per ma: man- : Wage income 3: : Per man~ : Wage income 
sequivalent : per man-year: -—™> : equivalent & per man-year ~ 
| Per farm :farm family: ‘of hired : Per farm : farm family : of hired © 
che see See EI OA NO Mee. 8 Naber 2/2. family Wt. woror 4d dehor 3) 
. | Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars | Dollars ye Dollars 
- United States 502 517 349 aga. a ae 
Northeast 622 710 © 41g go> gO 5D 
North Central 566 = Bye Na 776. eh ee, 
South a ae 10 568 a ST ee: 
West ae 68h. ecoe 562 | POL aa 687 


1/ See Appendix for sources of data, definition of terms, and methods. of deriving CG aa 
eh. Or annual wage income per worker, assuming. 12 months of employment. The estimates in this _ 
column were based on an adjusted estimate of the total wage bill» (including value of perquisites) ~ 
to make it comparable. with the. Census-reported total value of production.. | 

Or peal wage income per phate Dace te hay: 2 le months of employnens. 


aoe , 


| : je Net returns to. fanilys 

ole aoe Wage inetlabor, Sot “and Pace in-:labor, capital, and 

See Value eroup managemnent __tcome per:. es management. toe some per: _Hanagement et | ) 

De 2S Fer ‘Per man- :man-year: Fer : Per nan— _ éman-year: rt Per man- man-year 

oe ae eae : yore 2 oGvalent, 10 hired: farm : equivalent :of hired! | equivalent : of hired 
oS pee petit feeb workers labor 2/:famil family worker :labor 2 ;family:f anily worker tlabor 2/ 

ea ee, ee hee ~ Dollars” “Dollars “Dollars “Dollars ~ “Dollars Dollars ‘Dollars Tere 


oS ate ae iv 1 


oe Naber Copies ae 


ee 


all farns a ee : 517 349 Bee a pe 566. ole i 
Classified f fe rus Bit. - . eee buy ee «4s Bao. Bee ae 
$199 ae -82 12129 oie Oe 3 ee es se 


a 150 me AE 98. ee Te 13 2 he 
— 4oo-599 | ee SS, 38 166 es aa 163 age Sac OL Fee 


a ee ee 


600-749 = of Oh BE 58D ee] a 
(5b9599 = A gg eo ek ee ey eg a a 
1,000-1,499 sf. Se Ue ee oe | ae ah a 
RE ee ee eee 
2,000-2 ,499 0 oe - i: aR: 5 ae ae ae - 
(OOT999 A 2OG 85 0, 08R 2 1967 1 A Si 123. | 
——-4,060-5,999 ee 1,736, 2,620 as 20 oi eee 


6 ,000-9,999 ae ow Teo Sy ye 2300 8, 162 ee ee 508 ae 


eens 000 and over BBG 2 reel 8 386 . ang 25g pe BOL Spee 
dy Bee Appendix. tor "source 8, .of data, definitions of terms, and’ ethoas’ of deriving estinates; 


: Or annual wage income per worker, assuming 12 months of employment.- Le 


. 7 . ‘ 2 “ as! 
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Table re awe farm income per “farm oueeeter ant ly and per family worker, and wage income per man-year or hired 


farm labor, by value eroups of ee. United States and wedey regions, 1999 , eee 


* eae yo. Tet returns to a TOE 3 “Het returns to Fanily labor, Wace income 
Value group ° ‘_capital, and management :Wage income per: capital, and.manazement :per-man | 


‘Per farm :Per nm man-equivalent:man-year of © ‘Per farm ‘Per man-equivalent syear of 
:family 4 family worker. i~oired tabor 27. ani worker shired labor 2 
oi Dollars | Dollars ‘Dollars Dollars. . Dollars. | Dollars 
all : vee ee a ~ Ago: 3 fas OR ee 195 et 562 
GigsmPida~ Fars ap oe eee gag ; 563 
foe 26 aa ee ae oo eeeeh = 196 
100-249 ei ae 91 co oe : -139 ~204 282 
oe be ee 202 ee -45 Se = ee 
400-599 oo. ee 306. 115. -20 eee , ee 
600-749 Wyo 393 — Ue Bis ie ce 
e 750-999 oo fo BG NG 1hg a ASS oS eee 
a. 000-1,1499 oe 590 oe - 309 ee 362 
 1,500-1,999 832 ee hes “Ugh a 
~ 2,000-2,499 : (1,019 | S37. — 2ho 663 660 ; ARE 
2 BOOS O09. A eae ea ae OE a 
4. ,000-5,999 Le AB un, AG 5 BEG et es aaa, oe ee 
& 000-9, $5 4 a re ee ios os 2,425 o 2,432 eee 660 
0,000. and over 998 Ai poe = ase + he don 6 0 ee . : 4a 
¢ ee Appendix for sources oF data, “definition. a terms, and methods o deriving estimates. : 


aes webs 


2 Or annual ney income per Wore os. as suming le months of sep agyuen! ee en re res 


APPENDIX — 


| nD USED IN MAKING THE ESTI, CES PRUSEIVTED TH THIS & EPORT. | = 


{ 
*« 


Mcthoas sds of Estinsting hericvlturel Employment for Farms | 
Classificd by a, ee eee | : 


| roport. of 2 eooperative study issucd jointly by - the Bureau of the Census, 
of Agricultur ol Economics, on fog Farm Sccurity Admin ristra ‘tion, Analysis of 
arm Chara acteristics ioe Fo s_Classificd_ Bi Bee: Value 2 Froducts, ” 
“on farm Sy Seat oe oe Woe Re es 
nm 1939 | ond supplics. ie. beeic darian me ee ogrioultirel 
aes aa . Gere i: Glas a: farms. As these Consus: data on ogri-— 
aL 95 2 weeks (March 24-30, 1940 and Scptembor’ a4 
es ‘addr onet ind: ae eee silso used on the relation of Ne a 
_enployment in these 2-weeks to, the annual average agricultural _ employ=i 
eg EP geographic division Os cstimted by the Surecaw of: Agricultural 
3 farm-omployment serics. 1/ Table 8 (p Wj indicates: ser 
r obtaining ostinatcs of tho annual averngec esricuitural employmen 
rs 1939 ond 1940 for 211,farns in cach major geogr avhic divi ‘sine Por 
value ¢£ proups of farms within cach major gcogr 2pAic division, cstime ates 
6 similarly on the ossumption that for ccch valuc group. of farms the | 
£ its annus averige omployzent to its linrch-Scptcn ocr avere.geo vias the soit 
, oft foras. in the gC sographic division. hee oe 
> resulting cst bimates of annual avorago agricultural “omployment: fon eae = 
».of farms in each major geographic division are not precisely olen 
C E estimates of farm employmmt.. The estimatcs by value groups of Tarms— 
ed on the agric: tural enployment figures reported in the Consus, which 
| quiy persons 14 years of age. and over, whereas the DAE fabacenctonaerth : 
as no lower age ce mit. The cstimtes for the valuc groups of farms: include | 
wance for boss sible Genre pions an 2 prid | 1940 of persons employed. on farms | 
vo Ctdey whercas the BAE farm—crip ployment SG TLCE. al though based on materi ae 
: nial Census, eine an upward. adjustment. to allow for..a memory es 
3 these two differences our estimated 1939-40 annual - everage enploy=_ 
1 farms, ain ee United Statcs, 10 Fie ae falls short of the Sa ostimate - 


aed 
¥ 


Bee —- sgricsttural empl loyment figurcs Seriged for the several value 
f farms were “bo be uscd with 1939 production data in developing measurcs 


<2 


Be ictivity, it would have been. prefcrabbe to have tae estimates of _ 
1 employmint relate to the single year 1939 rather than to the. 2 years” | 
H ee eas nee oe ea relatcd to 1 week in cach calendar 
n ihe one ERS than on the ee basise 


vy 


es ‘Econ. ‘Pera: employnen fipurcs for April. ie 1940 ‘and October cue 


oe ‘to the same. reporting wecks as uscd by the veri _ ihe Bur «. Agr. Eeons 


Ses 5 
stober ostine tos of farm employment wore used in making thc dstimates, _ 
1 end: September figures soe corre espond Tey the 


“ 
wee 


The diffcrence between the 1939 annual average farm employment and the 1939-40 © 
average as cstimated in the BAE farm-cmployment serics is only 78,000, or 0.7 por— : 


ent of the 1939 annual averagc.e 


, The chicf assumption involved in the methods used for distributing the annual 
“average ae “for all farms in a major geographic division among the value smupe 
GO. Farms in that division is that the ratio, of the annual average. employment to the | 
March-September average is. the same for evcry value group of farms in a major 
geographic division. The assumption docs not im ply that the seme pattern or ampli- 
tude of scasonality holds for cach value group of farms in a division. The March ~ 

weck is usually less than the annual avorage ond the September week usually creator e 
than the annual avcrage so that a valuc class with a greater seasonal swing than | ne 
fhe average for all. farms might still heve its annual average enployment satis si 
torily cstimeted by the methods used ee ae larch employment was relatively lower” 
and its Septenber employment rola tively higher than the wea ae levees figures £ or. 
cael farms. *~ 


When the estiiin tos of annual average omployment for the value classes were 
related to estimates of total veluc of production or to not veturns to labor, capital 
and mare .ement, ee eee differences in productivity per worker were revealed ~ 
between the fi at and Low Value’ of oP cmeens Classes of Tore. Sudo ai reereines . 
are exaggerated by diffcronces in the actual time put into farm work by di fferent oo 
classcs of workers and by wascendecs in the physical capacity ond skills of me 
ent classcos of wrkers. It is not knowm how many hours of wrk are represe ented by oe 
ene person in the ennual Average mpLoyment estimated to corrcspond in dcr 

ries (with the exception of excluding 

‘ 


ago ¢ a 
with the Bureau of Agricultural Economics sc 
children under 14 HOTADE on Porns Jor whom the L940 Census gives no information). _ oe 
But it is know that on the avercee it is by no means cqual to 2,500 hours (250. : 
‘days. of 10 hours), the number sometines taken to represent fl bane cericultural — ae 
employment during 2 yoar, Some persons are included who regularly have full or ae 
part—time nonfarm jobs, but who in addition do the eal ges of 2 days! work on 
the farm each wock during the, year. Such a person vould show up as ohe worker ce ae 
the annual cverage employment S if he had worked full 4 time the year around. =) 7 ™ 
For other persons working on such @ basis for only a fraction of the weoks oF thet @ 
year, one worker in the annual average employment might represent two or three Such: oe 
persons. Similarly, persons are included who wrk only in agriculture, but who oe. 
because of age, physical Senet ey. school. attendance, or other duties, wre "fever ~—  aaam 

hours than full-time during the wecks for which they arc credited in the ammual = 
average figures as ae omployed in fara work. ee eS oe 


ings = 


Overlapping the question. of how much work time is associated with a given oe 3 
annucl AVCrage crpl syment figure is the ‘question of capacity and skill of the several / 
classes of persons working on farms, which would vitiate the process 2f adding | toes oe 
gethdr Hours worked by the aiffercnt classes of persons even if Buch intimin. 


oe 
were available. A woman or a main over 65 Saaee is not considered tne equivelont ce 


ae ‘three re an 


et .0 young adult male in form work | So 41) the person a7 ee. 3 
Fakcly. to york during as’ many-wecks’ of the yoor: (2) during twoeks vorkéd the equiva— 
Lond of 2 coy Ss and hence SuDpo eo a neluded an ee annual average estimates, the sa 
number of hours worked is’ likely t5 be less than 60, or ee cver numbcr is bak eon a8. 


euencord for a full-tine adult en eo cliirine hours actpaily worked physical 


= ep eiey = 3 2 


Se moc Of sill an likaly oe mean oss form work 
“orleans chen Pe ene. adult me le ee 


ve 


Z 


roy nob avilable take rceise cetin: tes of th e eA saiocs in 1 input 
an, should he mate Zor. ta oe ak CLASSCS OL WoOricrs: for each ee ue 


; estimate. of annual average number of workers has stooping 2 5 allow 


er 
t — that is, for 4 ne ‘fraction of weeks worked during the year. | 
a joint allovenee was made, since data are nk t available i for pre cise 


the sepa rate: factors, : and only very rough | 2djustnonts: can pe at stonpte 


Te Boe 


ie 3 4 Pa eee By hae 
anQ cle Pe 3 < : : 


_ bos of annual average nuabers of yworkers by classes of ~orkers - 
“oii i noe estimate of the mmber of !man-equivalent" workors by en ee 
vga vhich reprosmts a reug atperOe ‘to ilow. for ei fforeiccs: in Labor 
ing from the lest two factors ules Ce Por operctors, an estimate Tee 


wiber..of opere tors 65 years of age end over er part-—tinc to the carton 


Sekt ‘im 100 4 SoS Or more *ho were included in the. annual overage 
rators, ond to this nwi> Cr wos Spplicd a éénvoremin factor of 45. 

b ‘cll unpeid f cae ee as eonvorsion footer of 25 Was apes tay BY 
ors tmader 65. yoors of age and hired vorkers were given a conversion _ 
20. table 95: ehoys. the method need: in converting the anny ral qVerdge 2. 
astizctes to Mmon-cquivol ont" conploymant estimates for cll c Lassifica 

ch. na gcoeraphic divisi tons. Sind la procedurcs Were us sed for CoC ae 
uo of Re st acon eaphic division with the | recite, | gees in “Ving | 
S reid or over-65-year-old operators computed fro 
aoublar veluc panel UD. ee) 


@ ostinato of wer eta or ove 7-6 5- yoor- —old operators represented in ‘the 
ae ee obtained for ali ificd Joras amd for he value groups Oh 36 
On the basis of Maren eno. oymnent £5 ees an estimate VOSS derived 
mber 0. ¢ dporators included in the enploynant figure ‘Who were 65 years, of 
ore or ho 1 vere working off eee Con as Least 100 doys during the year. 
ier wes expressed as 2 dorccnticec ¢ ele tae Bees esti noted as working 


vreck in Merch. Chee sx of farms reporting tomy is yor) on eo 


to “the Bre enaie) omitted ostine. Ov oe annual overage: number Dee 


S 
44 
U 


¢ 


The eg f -the norbon of ceed or reat, Spears 
Wierch caploynont figures wos derived for cach valuc group of forms « ae 
ee ing procedurcs. Fror. the sun of operators 65 years of age © arid 
£. operators reporting 100 or nore days of work off 1 the fara in ae eS 
as nuriber of fers. roporting no labor on thet dates It was ass suned that 


* 


vorlapt ping ef-these tivo Broups < nd that in ease 2 form rep ported no+y, 
cane Abe opere ee was in one Of these “entogorics. Hone so the cif Por. 
by the su birnetion Was uaed on & *n est inate of the. numoer of opere ‘tors | 


: otpass or who vork coc Orr Caren e OT, 100 days or more—that ES. 
. a . ’ : na 
, or part—tine operators-——7ho we incl udesin «he. Marcn employment b 


the .c sstinetod perec onbosc ths ¢ ned for the Horch number of oe 
ed as.incluced in tho oo ‘Laurcs, it vas, then applicd to the 
nnd estine ted x runzcr of oporators |  obbean on estimate of tho soni 2 =a 
part-time oncretors reprcscntcd in. the annus. average, 90. thet a conver= 


pot . a could | be | applied to those types Be OPENS Ot es 


gS 


i 


ond physical ca pacity are, | 


Rough aS these adjustnents for Anput = tine | thos 
yepresont an attempt to make allowances in the right direction. The employment o on 


the farms in the lower valuc groups 1s eeduead. much more than thet on “fe ers in the 
higher groupse The conversion recuecs the annual average cnplLoyment on farms © 
reporting ess than §100. total value of products by 2640 percent, but reduces TAG. 
employment on farns of, $10,000 or more by only: 3.3 PCreGnh. It showld be noted tha 
the conversion to Mamn~oquivelents" dacs not convert to 2 truly ; full-time mean- = 
equivelcent of 2,500 nours per Lien It merely attempts to Ree estimates of labor | 
input from the various Hideses of workers comparable, by estimating in terms of the 
number of hours “pcr year averaged = operators rho are = 65 years of age and. wht 
do net work off the farm as much 2s 100 days per yoar as°2 Unit, even thouge this 3 
nurber of hours is not itself ostinated. ’ : ae | 


obi oe of Estimating Procuction Expenses and Net Returns ‘to Labor,< = 
Seis and Monagenent. for Farns Classified by Total Value of Peeducts =~ = 


C4 } 


¢ 


3 T> afford a measure for wretleo ine not-inesne differentials on farms of (3 @ 
different sizos of enterprise, procu ction expens¢s were estimated and subtracted 
fron the totel value of products for cach value of production class to Sbbain an 7 
estimcte of nob returns to labor, capital, enc og Sa aa For comparisons oe? De 
aiffercntial in returns to family ond hired lsbor, the poe sf nired labor wes giao 
-Ceductcd to obtain a net incone from farming ne opern tors: onc. unpaic family 1abore 


The tywo sources of data usec in cstimncting. pro \auction expenses and net ‘pore 
to Labor, ae and monecement or to fanidy labor, capite 1, ond management for | 
farms classificd by total value sf or sducts were Analysis of Syocifiod Farm Cha arec 
teristics for Farms Classified by Total Valuc of Products 2/ and estimates of ee 
production expenses made by the Bureau a sheenetickee Economics. 3/ The production 
“exoonses for major geograpnic SAS sions -by the senc categorics of expense shown ind 
NNot Parn Income and Income Parity Summa . 1910-42" were used in developing the 
estimetes of farm production expenses end net returns for the value classes of: cas 


major geographic division. The. Gensus data provice informetion on seven types SE 9% 


farm expenditures in 1939, but not all of these arc properly classifiable as expcrse” 
oo pEncuend op for oes voor, The general procedure used Was bo « Cre ostimtcs 


s Ee SeTEPCe f ei . 3 fs R 
2/ Analysis. of. s ocifiod Firm Cheracteristics for Formas Classified by Tota 1 Tae 
of ines. Bur. Census, Dept. of Commerce; Bure Agr. Econe, ond Farm See, 


Dept. of Agrs; U- S.-Govrty Prin. Off ey | Washington, 1943. % 
ol Harry C.: Norcross, State Estimates of Expenses and Net Income from Agriculture, 
Bur. Agr s Eecones May 19dA6 These estirctes were made avail able to the authors — 

in preliminary form in advance of publication. aad revisions were later made. ; 
in sare t ithe statistics on —— expenses: and imputed rent. These revisions 
wore not of a sufficiently great magnitude to justify revisions to the estimates — 
developed in this reoporte ; 


a 


ction expenses as eheuediicd by RAE from these Census data on expenditures : 
ae relevant, Census data ay ailable by value. groups of, farmse a 8 


; * ries 


| “The ret gonerel problem > was G6 Sethtign & vasis oe dodoauattteyy between 
e all Census aggregate and the BAB aggregate ve élue of agricultural production 
the year 1939. The Census figures on total value of { sroducts. supposedly ~ 

so to can BAR es tanaie | aa oe sg farm income when Gaceenmocit payments and 
Howeve ory the two aggregates for the year 


Census - oo ee 87, 11.4000, O00 
‘BAE- - - - - - --a2----4-& 9 121,000, 000 


_ The Bureau of > Agricultural Be conomics has developed certain ‘estimates, by 


T 
és of products, of the amounts by which the Census understates gross value of © 
“cultural production | in 1939. One possible method of achieving correspondence 
ween the two basic sets of data to be «sed in the estim:tes would be to adjust 
the Census figures on total value of products to allow for widerreportinge 
er, since the basic classificction of farms on which all the estimates were 


ty 


he ee Ba) 


e made was in torus oF total yalue of products as reported by he Gensus, any 
ia tuents to the Census ‘data on total value of products would have involved com— 
: ae in every Cae, requiring 3. prohibitive amount of extra work and fairly ~ 

oe Although ae geil the total value of Sgeine might = 
cen tes E ble Ab was. not feasible and hence the alternative course was Pe eee 
iO Of adjus' bite downward the cs estimetes of oroduction at eee in order to 
een with the. Consus figures on total veluc of productions. ; Sere ee 


Téy : p aeaatar hat the. BAB correctly dstimate on agricul tural production 97; 
cs in Peiention to its estimetes of total veluc of agricultursl productions — 
cy produc’ ion cxpcnses to be doduc sted from the total value’ of production — 
by the Census were cstimated cs the amount bearing. the. samc: ratio to theConsus | 
orted total valuc of. digas gc ape eu oc he BAER estim:tes.. The resulting. 
imete of production: cxpenses is only 65./ vercent (7,814 million dollars + —° 


Ye it : 
1 million ‘olkers) as“ereat as the corres ponding BAE cstimote. Hence cach RAE 
of expense used in developing the ostimates was reduced by 14.3 percent + Le 


me action involved in choosing this basis for iiss Sot oecaia 
the Census’ total production and BAB total expense may be cxamined by com — 
be oe 
| 


arse with bu Fes ities vhicn tovld he obtained under the alternate proce sdure of 
justing the Censu s-ropor ted value of products upward to equal -the BAR estimate of 
tal value of products. By the only method of adjustment simple cnough to be | 
Oy the vroup of tes included in any one value group, except the Aighest anc 
“sould have its class limits raised when its mean value of products vas. os 
usted upward: so as to wake some ratio of expenses to the total value of. 
ducts as in the method actually used. If efter such estimétes had been developed 
oLation proecdurcs: had been u od as obtain a regrouping of farms by the ee 


Cl 


S percentage applics to the average reduc tion ie the mire Inited Stitene : 
y the estimtcs of expmses vere acveloped oparately for cach major geo— 


© division and the summec total of the division figurcs wos used Tor “the 


eae +0 gad bee 


'$ 


-intervels as publightd in the Census, the resulting froup of farms in a specified | . 
class interval (other than the hi ighest or lotrest) would have approximately the s sina 
‘relation of expenses to total valuc of products as is cstimated by the methods we 0 

have uscd. Thus the cxpense-income relotions and per farm velucs obtained from this” 


‘citernecte proccdure would have been prac potas tas seme as those shown in this 
vroport for all valuc groups of.farms except the highe st and the Lowest. 


Aue : oar eat 
ot gd igh ee ag. es = ; 
aye os oh eels 


The effect of the alternate procedure would have been, in poneued to. shizt 

upiard the distribution of farms by total value of production. In the lowest and 
highest class inter 21s, farms with loss then $100 or more than $10,000. value of | = 
production, 4 slightly different ra ato of expenses to Dota. value 58 products would — 
eve been obtained, if the alternate method had been used. In the highest value Gf 
production class, the additional farms which aa have been added to it from the i 
next lover class by an upward adjustment of total value of products could, of course, 
tend te be concentrated near the lower limit of the class interval. If the altemnte 
procedure had been used, the resulting ratio of expenses.ta total value of products. 
vould have been alee nianer for the eroup.of farms vith value af pro duetion of 
$19,000 and over. The cffoct on the relations in the lovest class interval is 
>a considcringe | 


‘The concept of orsductic 1.cxpenses uscd in these estima tos diffces in ‘cota 


| respects from the concept. used by PAR For tho year 1939, the BAB cstimate of "7 @ 
total nna nail —— to. farm opcrators was Be, 032,000,000 (excluding Government : | 
payments to landlords Before the over-all adjustment sown, wes made to the a 


estimate of eoxponscs ne following adjustments were made to the cstimates citede. 3 
The value of the cxpenscs incident to housing was fee since the value oe 
housing. 4g not dinciuded in the Census figure on total value of productss 10.5 , 
- assumed that maintenance, xcs, interest, insurance, etc. wore cquivalent 49 Sie 
rental value of ae 28 estimated by BAR, 636,000, 000, 5/. and this amount 
was deducted from the BAE estimate of operating expenses. Next, the BAR estimate | 
of rent paid to landlords living on farms, 185, 000,000 was ndded to the production - 
expensese While the parity—income eoncopt of 'mct income to persons on farms from 
farming" includes net rent to landlords living on farms, such an inclusion in the 
income ascribable to. one particular value of production group of farms would have - 
eredited this group with farm income actually derived from some other farn, possibly © 
in a different valuc of oroduction class. These two ‘modifications to the parity — 


income. cancepbr e tinot farm income" and I'production expenses"! in addition to the oe 
over-all covmward edjustacnt to the Census-reported level of gross income resulted © an 
in an adjusted cstimate of farm-production expenses of $5,581,000, 000 and. ay 3 3. ae 


sata 


estameate of net returns t2 family. labor, capital, and. ma agement oF $35,033,000,000, 
for the your L939 bey be used with, the Census data for all farms in the United Statens , 
; ak ye 
9 oo estinate of oo reburns to mie Lab or, ee Ms ee Aopen Was joriven ou 
fron he above ostimat .e of net returns to family labor, capital, and maagement © = 

by adding to at the total farm wace bLLE nftér ib had boon Signed. in the sane way 

as oll other production expensese In the construction 2f neasures of productivity, — : 
estimates of these not returns to fanily labor, .capital, and nanagcnont were related = 
to ‘the estinated omnual eaverige number >of fomily workers chp heyaeds md estimates of oe 


5/ This Figurc “ms Later roviscd to 619 million dollars. 


abr capital, and ins 1&4 vere related to the estimated _ 
cnp Lyin ont ee oS ee = 


Actual. adjustacnts re BAR cone Sot: OX scotce tee she in ‘comparability: in 
| me ge with the patie data vere made sc sparately for Cach Taj or: 
shic ¢ The BAB estime.tcs of 211 production expenses wore reduced © 
“geographic division by the ratio 5f the Consus-reported total v ata 
O he corrcsp ene ao Sa Soe rei ee anes 10. 
‘the 
5 DS Paes severa os ofa a decgd ee oe cpenses conprise varying p oro” 
“oof procuction oxpenses-in the cifforent: peers the United States totels” 
h catog ry of cxpenscs ‘derived by surming beces estinctes of the axconses for 
of the goograph vic Sivisions is not identical with. the anount : obtained by 
‘cach expense estimite for the United Bates aso brea by 14.3 perecht. wa 
od. States. estinates for value groups of farns derived as the sum of Pear 
2s have been used in this report as they soon to be reseeie preferable. : 
, the differences between the two sots of estinates are not important fn te 
Bey expense nae De | 3 OS SE Oe 


* 
4 


: he method of aa bho: most of the categories of production expenses for 
farms of a major geographic division to the value of oroducts classes of farms 
‘ that, division was to assume that the distribution was proportional to the : 

| the most closely related item on which Census nie were available by value _ 
farms. For example, the estimate of total wages to hired labor was ° 
puted. to the several value of production piasaes an proportion to the amount 
Py rees. to ee Labor reported; maintenance or depreci ation on machinery ait 
mer ributed in proportion to reported expe enditures for machinery and 
1g taxes and fa Cee ee ge ene een were dis era pubeR 2 in _Broportion to the 


i 


stimated value of rented land and buildings after similer adjustments had => 
ox dwellings: feed purchased was di istributo dy proportion to- the actus 
fires reported for feed; Vivestock purchased was also distributed in propor- 
the expenditures reported fdr feed; ctc,. The exact procedures for distribute 
v © estimated oxpenses by catcgorics among the value of oroduction classes Of es 
is illustra ‘ted for the East South Central ea in table lie Bt ae 


b cane to Siow for the ae of Ataris ors 425° “ghatert outed in ‘propeneee 


> sy $ 


‘In the case of the expense items for ado the 4 distributions of the aggregate: 
1 major geographic division vere estimated from set ted expense items, the ge 
| ons underlying the proccdure were cxamincd in the light of available igeide Ga. 
aformmetion. In most cases, such as. estinntion of the maintenance of deproci- 
on machinory from the distribution of repo rtcd oxpenditures for machinery and 

pa praori. grounds scem to indiccte a satisfactory degree of validity, : 

e contro? of major regional diffcrenccs afforded by having the agercgates 

a es poo: ee ee given Sooet situation of making ee 

pare of fern 


si. sf as total value oe products within a CLViSiON re is 


te 


In ‘the se of estimating the dist petit ton of Stachel Hor 1 iadetoce sane 
known i recvaticn of food purchased, additional explorations ’ vicre made by - 


using the indirect indications of the relation botrecn walve or anime is purchescd 
per farm and expenditures for feed per farm, ivailoble by States for coach wager 
geographic divisione Although there were markod differences between groups of oe 
divisions in the slopes of the regres sion of valuc of. animal purchased por fa cm On 
expenditures for.feod peor farm, the es ationships for States within divisions were 
fairly close and lincar.. Insofar as the different States ed a division can be used 
aS rough indicators for value groups of farms with the same total value of products: 
per farm as the States, these regressions substantiate the validity of the ostimating 


procedures usede Tho regrossions of most of the States of the East North Central, © 


Wes + North Central, South Atlantic, East South Central, and West South Central . a8 
divisions were so pndice that only one line was required to indicate the na ture OL. 


the rclationships in these 28 States. For the Now England and Middle Atlantic States” 


the regression of animals purchnsed per farm on cxpcnditurcs for neue nor tai hed 


a much more gradual slope than in the case of siher divisions as‘. such large ‘Prose 


portion ot Looe LS pupehased in hose ie divisionse 


If for each major goos graphic division information on oe of ae pure 


chased per farm end cxpenditures for feed purchesed per farm had been available for 


value groups of farms rather thon for States, their correlations for these bv 
serics vould undowbt odly have shown up os closer than in the case of States, Te 


onge of diversity in nature of enterprise is greater for cll the farms of a State —# 


“thon for the farms of 4 major geographic division falling in one va luc group’ 
approximating the State in mean value of paneer and this diversity would be 


expected to result: in TOueE corrol ations for State: means. than ror valuc class CANS ¢ o 


| ‘The . eonoeaes waluc of Livestock purchased, which was distributed ac one 
-to the volue of feed purchased within cach major gcographic division 2 averaged about — 
2 percent of the total production raat ranging from less than 2 percent in New 
England States to ety. 14 percent in the West North Central States. oe the 


control afforded of av railable aggregates ie major geographic divisions and the oo 


direct indies LLLons of 2 close rolation between per farm expenditures for Lives toe 
purchased ond feed purchased within major geographic divisions, it- is not likely. 
that inaccuracy in the cstimating procedures uscd could be great cnough to distort 


oppreciably the resulting por farm estimates: of production expenses or net income. for os 


value grouns 
Por. 2 or up. of misecllancous operating expenscs 6/ a somewhat less direct 
} 


provides. informe tion ‘8S GO. Gae onounte of expenditures during 1939 by value groups 


of farns for eich of Y:items: Conmnercicl fertilizer, liming matericls, feed, ainple- 


ments and ne chinory; gasoline eee CEG. building materials, cnd hired a One 


‘windstorm and hail insursnec, crop insur rence, misccllancous dairy supplies, black— 
ae and miscellaneous. harciware mines: CS, miscellaneous greenhouse and nurscry | 


keg eae Pldt and medicines, Ssugor TOL end ,0%e is short—tern interesus a 


see Not Ferm Incoric and Income’ Parit tite 


ley ry, 1910-42 6 EP ‘ 


: , oak ae 

. . ae a 

method of cstinnting their distribution by value groups of forms was uscd, The: tone 
“ 


ye 


/ Including ‘horses ond mules, sced, insecticides, containers, clect crieday Por See 
duction, twine; ginning, opera isan ig gos ond steam engines, irrigation, Prot ne, Tae s 


sag ees aes 


t 


are expres ised 4s average ocpenditures forscli Dis an each volue Me 


G* fey 


group | Sf forms, each cxpenditure iter shows a yory cl Js ce ond approxinstd. 


oe ee 


Ca. ee on to the mun of the scven expenditurcs onc (execpt in the case ar the» 
ee ost value groups) to. the per fern total ywoLue of pete os ‘The rogularity 
= earaty of ‘these regressions is strikin ng in victs of the diversi ty of the ‘type. 
°. expenditures for which | led Consus proviccs | informations : se VES mp es 


~ 


the rolati nships aLtored evidence that fora seohne sercgate oxponse Te 
ee tains of a particular geographic civision (from BAE estimates), cither the 
bubicn of obhor Pe Bie itvens or oa a GD he value of proc ucts eould afford 
aay © 2 : 1 agercectes F/ 
ris jeollancons “operating capone the poreon ae sis eee on snong value eroups 
goo gra ee: Schnee “assumed to be the sanc as that for the 
“diyich hea been cstineted from sone — 
forded expenditure data. The expenses. 


SO emer 


Parris by this incirect process amounted 
SeS, gee fron Lhe é ota in the 5 oe 
t.in the East Soubn Cantre. ty jo 


‘TIT Method of Estincting Production Costs ee Genital Gor snd e a 
Wee Aepurns to Lobor end Mana. wonent for. Porns Classifiod by Totak ee 


Value 9 of Pesduction 


yest 


- The prstuction expenses as estinated in the previous section include (1) _ Oe 
“wepes to hired labor, (2) current sporating oxpens , (3) naintenance ee 
lz tion Bnd. (4) sy ae Genenede INGLUCInNs ASKS, Be enema: intercst, ond. = 

: farns not owed. T> estinate ncbt returns to dabor onc management t ctoneg a 


hia) 
BE 


« 


Er the ee which vrevheve no Cireet information as to distribution ~— 
volue eroups, linea rity of their réelationshi with total value of roducts — = 
2 


4 ° 


orm Hed been assunca, on estimating cquation coulda have been Covel yc) Fay 


ineting each cxpendi ture fron botal value of products ver fara, since the mean ae 
enditures per forn for all farms in major geographic Civisions is knowm from == 35 

i “08 VbOg: Rae rogrossion Linc. could have been assunec to pass through “77.72 

nc. ¢ or es fev eye very sucall intercept on the expenditure axis whén the eee 
aie es proce por farm is goro. Extinotes of the distribution of the 7 oxen ae 
supe; itcns. ae Gass inform. tion is available ade in this manner check Very - Le aan 
y with the cctual Consus reported cxpencitures. However, the relationships 
known items ts their sun were more wai toe Linear Bhar their yc otiomships a 


can yoRuc, of “products and hence the nethod ac loptec was b2 assume thats imitar 
fe stins would hold Aotwoon - cach of the unknotm expense itens and ” the sun of : 
TC -OStarn tang procedure: uscd which distri buted 


Y 1 expenses. ‘Tho simple form of th 
@ unknown expenses in proportion to tre ie involved the esst ‘ption that the 
ating line pass through the origin. This assumpbion scomed | justified both 
topical grounds and Prom on ¢ examination of the rogression Line of each ile 


HOO 


eno ee the sun of all knoim itemise  . - Se oo 


snr ote 


» : - Faye 
» { ‘ ae t 
ee Up 
a } 


ear Was necessary bo ostinete returns on Limo ecpitel investment. ond on capital 
invested in ‘inplonents, nachinery, ond livestock as clenents: in total production 
costs. In the concept of total production costs have been included total Beets : 
‘to Hadd Anpor, the current operating expenscs, maintenance or depreciation and. 
taxes, as estinated previously. . An over-all allowence for interest on production ot 
capital and/or net rent hes been substituted for forn—mortgage interest and for | 
net rent on rented farnse For estimating capital costs or rent on land and build 
ihateasy (other than dwellings), the interest rate on farmnortgege debt outstonding 

_ preva iling in 1939. vas: applica ‘to the Census-reported value of Land and buildings © 

--less‘an adjustnat, for value of cwolling es, itwes assuried that for renters this: 
éstinate could be used for not rent and for owners that it could be wees as a not 

BAVC OL. return on fixecd-ca cane .) investnent » , os : 


In addition to rent or return on fixed-—capital investment, éstimates were 
made for returns on capital investment in implements and machinery and in live—. 
stocke For the former the interest rate on farm-mortgage debt outstanding was — 
applied to the Census—reported value of implements and machinery adjusted to the 
RAR estimate for the United States, January 1, 1940. The BAEK estimate of value of 
livestock on farms, January 1, 1940, was dqetripuied among regions in proportion — 
to the value of livestock prodvets sold during 1939, as reported by the Census. 
The capital charges on investments in livestock were computed by applying the 
interest rate on farm—-mortgage debt outstanding to this estimated ve of Live- 
stock on farmSe 


“As in the case of production expenses, the estimates entering into” ne 
total production costsyore reduced for cach major gcographic division by the ratio ee 
of the Census—reported to the BAE-estimated total veluc of production. The reason. 
for making such a reduction was that these production costs wereto be subtracted - 
from the Consus reported total valuc ee es iction to: obtain measures of net 
retums to labor and hie SOR AIRE As it wes not feasible to adjust upward the : 
Census figures on total valuc of raduction, the estimated production costs were 
adjusted dovmward to make them comparable to the: Census-reported Veluc ot produc* — 
tion. The procedurcs used in distributing the cstimatcs of capital costs among, «= 
the valuc of production classcs in-a given major gcographic division are pou 
for the East south Central qdaviston in tapre i1s.. | : 


& dcseri bed 2bove wore subtracted from total value 
of products.to ébtain an estimitc of not returns ‘to family Labor. and management — 
for-cach:- major geographic division. The cstimete of the ennual average mage se 
of family labor was related to this c stimatc of not returns to fanily labor and 
managoment as on indication of family labor produc tivity. To obtain & similar : 
measurc for all labor, the total wages to hired labor were combined | with these not 
returns to obtain an estimate of nct-returns to. oa11 labor’ and management. This. 
Latter estime te was related to the total annual cverage cmployment to obtain a 
measure of net productivity of all labor. : | ee Lee 


Tho total prsdudtion costs 


UNITED 


eRe; 


stimated annual averag 


(4) Total ae a4 pre 5) | 10,214,000 38,000 
. (2) |. Family-workers (line 3 4 line 4) 7,836,000 153,000 
coe ae Operators (line 8). +, 994,000 106,000 
(4) —s Unpaid family- workers: (ine 13) 2,842 000 47 000 
ts) ¢ Hired workers (line 18) - 2,378, 000 85,000 
oe Basis OF ation tes , ae ee ae 
(6) Farms reporting family labor, March 1940 | | (106,846 
ales Lisies reporting family labor, Sept. 1939 ees 104, 863 
2 £8) erage of lines (6) and (7) oe 105,854 
DAS 1) Unpaid family labor, March 1940 (Fz amily levor 3 | 
- - NYeported less line (6) ) Le500 
(0) Unpaid family labor, Seot. 1939 (Family labor a 
,. .., Peported less Line (7) ) | Pee 2: 53,664 
(1%) Average of lines (9) ana (10) 3 | 2 482 
(12) Ratio of 1939-40 annual average number of unpaid family ae 
workers: to-  Syeene for eorecerr or eee and March 
eee + 1940 (BAR) 3f-- Oe a ete 
(13) Product of lines (11) and (12) | | , 7,181 
(14) Hired workers reported, March 1940 - aS 7h 
(15) Hiréd workers reported, September 1939 102,100 
(16) _Average of lines(14) and (15) ee : 18 935 
(17) ‘Ratio of 1939-40 annual average number of hired workers ees 
~-«2-bo-average:for September 1939 and March 1940, (BAE) — 1.070 
(18) “Froduct. of: ‘lines: (6). and aoe 84,460 


ee 


ae) eee 


‘New 


_England_ 


ee oe 


*S 


Middle 
_Atlantic 3! 


651, 000. 


450 , 000 
249,000 


171,000 
201,000 


281, 427. 


aoe reece 


Set O48 


ies las 


167,740 
—-165,619 


¢ 


: a 030 
110,506 


Lay ice 


i} 


eg oko 


,_ 193,081 


1.047 
200, 997 
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(Continued 


Spr seai dtae ah Sh 


1,556,000 
1,259,000: 


&28,000 


431,000 — 
297,000 


39,819 
215,890 


827,85 


ual, 06% 


ie 
hes 358 


nic A ORGe 
431, 396 
227,835. 
366,491 - 
tes 


998 
296,569 


“Table Z  =—-Method of ‘Settastin: average annual agricultural ehploynent, United States and major 
1 


continued) 


8 


ast 


West 


geographic divisions, 


Iten > South : South ; South 3 ... 
| : Atlantic ..: Central = 3 Central Mountain Pacitte 2 | 
3 Estinated Annual averare gericultaral | aera ere | ae pices a 
ae cuployuont, 1939- airy ee oor — 

(1) Total (line 2 4 line 5) ce 2907. 000. «1,537,000 1,636,000 . 405,000. = 535,000 
(2) Fanily workers (line 3 4 cae ». 1,440,000 1,279,000 1,212,000 ~ -27%,000 307,006 1 7] 
So Operators (line 8) = 628,000 834,000 800,000 185,000 209,000. : 
(4) «Unpaid family workers (1ine 13) 612,000 U5 ,000 412,000 93,000 — = 4a, 000 — 
(5) Hired workers ) | = 467,000 | 258.000 42h ,000 JOC 226,000 = 
— : Basis of estimates | | . 2 
(6) Farns. reporting fanily labor, ake Iolo - sho, 904 S50 , 393, g19,104 168,393. < 214,011 2 
(7) Farms reporting family labor, Sept. 1939 814,379 $17,473 779,783 182,266. 204, 797 
(8) «average of lines (6) ana (7) > 627, 642 833,933 799,444 185,330 209,404 © 
(9) Unpaid family labor, March 19/40 (Family labor ee a 
--- - -peported less line (6) 605,182 501,825 430,700 87,643 ON ,87L 
(10) Unpaid fanily labor, Sept. 1939 (Family labor. ee a 
; reported less line (7) 717,162 646, 320 538,404 91,146 94, 20l 
(11) average of lines (9) and (10) | 661,172 574,072 4sh4,55e &9,394 94,536. oe 
(12) Ratio of 1939-40 annuel average number of encaid ) 2 eS —™ 
= family workers to average for ee 1939 © | | oS 
and March 1940 (BAB) 7 ,026~ 2 S75 ees ee se 1.035] 
Product of lines (11) ané (12) 612,245 yun 906 h12, 354 92, 344 97,845 
Hired workers reported, March 1940 401,361 197,627 285,375 6,072 145,614 
Hired workers reported, September 1939 563,423 328,431 654,111 ~177, 398 - 313, 312 
average of lines (14) and (15) Hee 263,129 469,743 = 131,735 SS 
_ Ratio of 1939-40 annual average number of hired : ey | | eo ae 
workers to average for Sept. 1939 and March 1940 (BAR) .969 919 903 966 = | Gee 
Product_of lines (16) and (17) 467,438 257,60 W2h,178_ 127,256 228.1 1 


ESS This ‘table shows the method for estinating the average annual agricultural employnent of persons i+ years of 
age and over for all farms in each major geographic division. The method was actually applied to each value group — 
of farms in a division, on the assumption that the ratios derived for: all farns and shown in lines (12) and, ey 
were applicable to each value group of farms in the division. 

2/ United States estimate obtained by sunning estimates for major geographic. aayieiones oo oe 

3/ Unpaid family workers estimated by subtracting the number of farms used in the Bab. estimates of fanily caploy 5 
_ ment from the BAE estimate of family workers. The BAH estimates of farm employment for October 1, 1939 and for 

April 1, 1946 were eee as the dates Serresponding to the Ce nae ven ar ti ae NESES - e 


Lh) Annual average 


a abies aceasta ee eae: os = ss 


Item 


BE perseserna-taseteetet maemo supepueateapanen 
| aaeeeeted eee overage mar Boe 


y Petal: workers ee 2 + line 5) 6,216,000 
) Family ‘workers (line 3 4 ‘Line Hy 5,851,000 
Ss “~~ Operators (line 11) NUD 050 
ae ‘+. Unpaia family workers. soa 13) 1,411,060 
ae 


Hired workers : (line ut). 


rok | Basie. of! éstinates 


(6) -annual avera ee number of sporators an 
ate Estimated percentage of operators “included 2 


in anmal average who are 65 
years of age or over or working off 
farms 100 days or more 4/ (percent) 


(8) Estima ated nuuber of semi-retired or part- 


- $iise operators (line 6% Tine 7) 


(9) Semimretired or part-time operators (in 


- man-equivalents) (linc & X 3D). 


(10) - Other - operators (line 6 - linc §) © 
(11). All operators (in man-equivalents) 


(line 9 4 line 10) 


(12) Annual average unpaid fanily ee 
(13) Annual average unpaid family workers(in 


_Man-cquivalents) (lime 12 X .5) 
hired workers ne 


939- “ho » 


ie 


188,000 


Middle. 


England ? Atlantic 


515,009 
35,000 


230,000 


45 4936 


oe ae 


Ge OUG 4 3 


830.067 : 


169,614 


ck 
i909 e 


‘Table 9. --Methoa of ‘estinating annual | average "ma neamureient” agricultural enploynent 
ee ‘United Peeice: and major ‘g0ographic divisions, 1 | os 


1,227,000 
932,000 


718,000 


ce, BOO 
295,990 


264,636 


| el ae 


59,552 


794,378 
~— 853,990 


529,272 


235 


At lantic ne 


1,493,000 — 
2,028,000. 
vise FAO 
. 304,000 
465,906 


S20.112. 


ea lee 


B92 160 | 


627,952 


aoe 
698, ee 
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continued 


Table 9.—-Method of avinating ania. average "man~equivalent" deri eal bared employment for all piaeeitien farms, 


oe United States and major geographic divisions, 1 LO, 1/ continued) 
a ck ae | : Hast : West : 
Item : South > South es 3 
| | : Central * Central : Mountain : Pacific 
Estimated: annual average man— | | ae 
equivalent agricultural employment ; - 
ee ae line 24 line 5) 1,244 ,000 360, 000. at 000 ~=—-s446 000 
be Family workers cling, 3 + line L) "988,000 "937,000: | 000° iss 000 
(3) _—s- Operators {line ii 760,000... 32,00, ~ 166,000. 170,000 
(4) Unpaid family ale (line 13). dae 000 . = 205 ,000 45,000 49,000 
256,000 . 423,000 126,000: -. 227,000. 


(5 Ei red workers. (line 14) 
tao asis of Estimates 


a 


and: ‘operators. reporting 100 days or more of off-farn work over faras not repos labor: in: March ae 


(6) Annual average number of oieeatose: af 826,727 790,563 181,203. 204, 885 
(7) Estimated percentage of operators included in annual i 
average who are 65 years of age or over or working ae 
off farms 100 days or more uy (vercent) Va? 14.8 Lis <a 
(8) Estimated numbor of semi-retired or part-time ) : Le oe 
operators (line 6 X line 7) 121,666 — lif;cen 2 31,320 69,416 
(9) Semierctired or part-time operators(in man- eo | | Seay 
equivalents) (line 8 X 5) es 60 , 833 58, 611 15,660 34,708 
(10) Other operators (line 6 - line 8) 705,061 673, 341 149 , 883 135,469 
(11) All operators(in man—equivalents) fis 9 + line 10) 765, 894 731,952 165,543. 170,177 
(12) Annual average unpaid family workers z | 43,128 409, 086 90,424 96,982 
(13) Annual average unpaid family workers in man- ... 
equivalents) (line 12 X .5) oe ae 221,564 fo shy MB 212° we Mon 
14) Annual average hired workers 556 thu 126,01 2 20 


man-cquivalent" employment for each maj or geographic division. The method was actually applied to each value 
group of farms ino division, with a REDS en enee comparable to that shown in line 7 estimated from data Ladue cis. to 
the particular value group. ° 


ar Estimates for. United States obtained by summing estimates for the major geographic divisions. 
3 / Estimates for. faras reporting some amount of production in 1939 (cla ssificd farms) were obtained by procedures 


similar to those shown in Table & for all farus. 
4/ This percentage was derived fro. the summed results for all the value mere in a division, For each value | 
class of a division the percentage was estimated as the excess of the sum of operators 65 years of age ‘and . over — 


+ 
‘ wes eee 


as a perecnene> of all farus epee ny bor inv Heol: 190. ee ee oe oe, 


his table shows the method of converting the eines d annual average oD oe sk classified ce tg into 


c + te. 3: oe Re geme Ses : : aitiece yank Sree ae pits tea e i e.. Ne as : aS eRe Ars 
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3 Table 11.-Illustration of procedures used in estimating agricultural produstion expenses, one production costs, snd “net 
returns, by value groups of farms, East South Central division, 1939 ee 


Illustrative | ostISBNSE oe 


8 eR ee i re ee ee 3 
tise *BAE estimate adjusted to = :for one value group: Be 
no.- 2. Item ‘except where stotal value of :.. . ;farms reporting total ie 

ae ‘otherwise tproducts Se ¢ tvalue of products oF a 
3 ; + mecifics L/_zed by. Census : :$400-$599 3) a 

Se ee 1,000. i000 , a 
aatiors éollars dollars a 
1 Total value of prude gold, traded, or consumed by farm households 691,185 609,666 101 ,234 e 
2 Net returns to family labor, capital and management (1) * (3) 379,225 334 ,499 69,179 - 
— Production expenses (4) +. (5) ; 311,960 275 ,167 32,055 : 
4 Wages to hired labor : 51,430 45,364 3,081 a 
5 All other expenses (6)¥-(12)+(16) 260 ,530 229,803 28 ,9'74 
6 Current operating expenses (75 +(8)4(9)4(10)¢(11) 161,777 142,697 49,473 
7 Feed purchased © 26,565 BS. ake 2,816 
8 Livestock purchased 9,985 8,807 1,058 
9 Fertilizer and lime 33,611 29,647 5,560 
10 Operation of motor vehicles 32,731 28, 871 2,951 
1l Miscellaneous operating expenses _ 58 ,885 51,940 7,088 | a 
12 Maintenance or depreciation (13)#(14)4(15) 51,350 AS 294 49 6 
13. Buildings (excluding dwellings) - 18,125 15,987. ise fe 
14 Motor vehicles 16,394 14, 461 1,673 
15 Machinery and equipment 16 ,831 14,846 1,718 
16 Overhead expenses (17)+(18)¢(19)+(20) 47,403 41 ,812 7 uae 
1? Taxes (unadjusted) we 27,348 24,033 .. 29 
18 Farm-mortgage interest (snad justed) 16,996 14,991 kB: 
19 Rent (umad justed) 22,744 28 , 882 5 447 
20 Less adjustment for dwellings -29,583 ~26, oe -5 442 
21 ~~ ‘Net returns to all labor, eatin and management (2) + (4) 430, 655 379.863 72,260 
BS Botel value of products las besied ok eeasuted by fopm aCe WT Bee RR ee 
23 Net returns to frmily lator, capital and management (e4) SC. 81, 665 257,266 59,788 
24. Total production costs (25) + (26) # (30) 5 399,520 352 , 400 4) 446 
25 Current operating expen to hired labor and maintenance es i ae ie 
or depreciation (4) 4 6 ae "a 3) - 264,557 290,009 27,513 
26 Interest allowance on be Pia pale rent “1s, ri86 104,247 (12,77 | : 
a Land and buildings other than dwellings — 90 587 ? 80 ,256 10,761 ee 
28 Machinery end implements | 6,908 6,093 15 ee 
29. ~~. Livestock 20 292 17,898 mae 
30 “Taxes on land ed ball ings other than dwellings 16,777 ae aa. 1,356 2 


_ Footnotes fey aie oe | : ; 


Gach income ae al, erie value of products es 


“bes to. hired labor inc Luding sete of perquisites. 


e. Includes all operating expenses not olisewhere specificde 


* 


‘BABE cstimate of maintbenence or depre se on 211 buildings,’ 


538, 523,000, less cstim-ted maintensnce or depreciation on 1 dwclLings 5420, 398, 00D. 
Adjusted for meintenence and depreciation. on all aweldings estimated as 1.1056 
s, BARE cstimate of depreciction end repairs on operators! dell lings, 


e 


3,450, 000. The ratio of the valuc of all occupied form dwellings ve) aac oe 


rs! dwellings was obtained by assuaing for the East South Centrsl division = 
he*Some percentage increase over the 1930 ratio of 106.93 percent arch occurred | 
n ‘the corre sah Sa ratio between the years 1930 and a939 fo r vhe United 9 2 
. ora Eee 39 percent ine TeasCe =e 2 ee ea : ee 


< 8 ; ee 
\ 


C interes, , a rent - in Tore 5 
e rent nein ae circ ollines «The: 
oortion of taxes, interest, and ~” 
YMe oe Was CaviM Led: by assuming 
° 


Se, O00 is equal to the total 


: : ee pees a8. Pog bance, form—mortea 
23, ond 19 included the tOxOn, ANECreSt, = 
djustnent shovm on this line allows for the 
aet rent allocable to the dwellings on the fa 
that the BAE estimate of value of yensine 55, 


‘3 


st of housing. From the rental vcolue of farm dwellings was subtra ected the oe 
lowance for maintenance or depreciation alread ae estimated of $20,398,000, = 
wing 929,583,000 as the adjustment for dvellings to be used here. ee 


ie From the t total ate ‘Luc of land and buildings ree. by ‘hic Consus the: oe 
Stimetcd valuc of farm dwellings was subtracted to obtain the: Chai ke of Land and 
dings other then oo es 32. 324,737,000 minus $505,000 000 = nhs 819 Sta ae 


tal costs on investment in 1 lend and farm buil nee of the owner—opcrators — , 
ne rental * “paid tor dank ane, form buildings for tenants) wis cstimoated at 
fe tone hogs ra abe of interest On form—mortgog saa outstanding: in bey East 


ue : : i= aE: 2 at y ees ee eee Set 


* Nee 


aves on Janu ace bee 1940, 2s cstin:.ted by the BAER, was distributed omong the a 
Q raphic divisi Ae in pr oportion t> valus ae implements and machinery reported Ae 

1c 1940 Cen "SUS. ‘For the East South Centra 1 division, this gave an cstimate 
138,154,000, or 86 percent’ of the value re op0 orted by the Census... The capital 
sts on this” investment vere estimated as 5 porcent, the rate of intorest on 
a aortga Be. debt outstending in the Hust South Central division in soars 


ae The fetal, VO duc of implononte end machinery on farms in the | United 
4 Lucd 


2. 


2 ite 
Roary - é : ¥ 


oe! The: e6tel: value of Lives tock on Jonvary ae 1940 as as ee ie 
1 of Agricultural Economies wes distributed anong the major geographic - 


isions in vroportion to the value of livestock sold during the year 1939 © 
eported 3 in the Consus. For the East South Central division, this gave an 


mate OL $406, O00, 2006 The capit aio costs on this investment were estimated 
‘percent, Ane rote of intercst on: formmortgage debt outstanding in the 


South Central ee in 1939 


Line 30e The adjustment for dwellings shorm in line 20, $29,583,000. was 

prorated to taxes, farm-mortgage interest, end rent in pecnomean to the — 
“amounts of each of these items. This a adjustment. reduced the unadjusted | 

amount of taxes shown in line 17 , $27,246,000, to $16,777,000. 


2/ AQ pateies: th: this column pat in line (1) were obtaincd by assuming that 
each specificd item of expenses or cost bore the sane relation | to the. totads : 
value of products sold, traded, or consumed at home as shovm in the first . 

column of BAER cstimetes. Applying this assumption actually involved ultiplying 
each entry in the first colwm by .882058 to obtain the corresponding ee | 
‘in this colum, | Ye 


af Line 1. 1940 Consus of Agriculture. 


“Line. 4. Total value of wages to hired labor (including perquisites) for the 
East South Central was distributed among valuc classes in proportion uo the ‘ 
Census—reported cash expenditures for, hired Labor. | | 
Line 7. Total value of .£ced purchas ed for the Ras & South Central division was = 
distributed among value clea SSCs in proportion to onsus-reported value of feed 
acai eae | 


' Ling oo Total value of livestock purchas goth. for: tic East. South Contin ce 
. was distributed among valuc classes in proporuaon to BAG: Gensusercported CX 
“penses. Ox. feed purchased. | ae 


st South’ Cente | 


Line Line 9. Toate 1 palace of fertilizer and line purchs sod: for the Ea 
the Census—reported 


division was distributed among :-volue. classes in“proportion to 
expenditures for fertilizer and 1 ime 7 


Gins 10. Total cost. of operating motor vehicles for the East South Central 
division was distributcd among valuc groups in proportion ‘to Census—reported - 
expenditures for gasoline, distillate,.ctc. or. 


of products weed by Tem aula es per foarte: “Tre wel ents wore sone od. .25 
> xt 


oper aaa me or dywollines for cach valve class snd the nuriger cf Tamas in whe 


South Central division was cee ae panic mone voluce classes in‘ proportion +o Tie 
Gensus-rcep sorted expenditurcs for inplcments ond nachinery. | 


bn os iie20. Taxes, and fam-—mortgage intcrest were estinated for the owners 
to a2 valuc group ond rent was ostimetcd for the renters in a value groups 
Taxes, intercst, and rent were est “uted tor the entire value of land and 
‘Buibdings end then an over—cll adjustment wes made_to deduct that portion of 
ee ea, atcercst, and rent allocable 6) Grol 


ee ictaay, veLlue LOSS. Cho Voine SF tong 3 
percentage of ovmed farms times 


voting expenses for the East South Central 
cs = proportion to the sam of other curront 


operating CXBONSCS « 


Linc ee Tho tote) value of the ostimete of maintenence or depreciation on 


farn buildings (excluding dwellines) for tne East South Central division was 


distributed ationg volue Glasses in two steps. First, an cstinate of maintenance 
or depreciction on all buildings wes distributed among value classes in pro- 
portion to the Census-reported expenditures. for. building materials. Next, the 
estimated adjust t of the part of this amonnt 4 Poaohie to maintenance or 
depreciation .n dwellings was distributed ancng valuc classcs in. proportion to 


the cstincted value of dwellings in cach vc Luc Clase. -(The totel arount of. tht 

adjustuient for the East South Cmtral division is 42, 98,0005 acre ratte wita | 
the Level shitm in cxlum lor %2,’ 298,000 © 4802052 = 2,115,000 ‘The | ( 
estinntes of -the RESTS EAL NS uc of form diel lines 2 or och value. croup oO | oe 


Ley DaSLs: roman jcostinmtine ep oa: 

~ Pd ry a ~ : 
iad and buildings per’ farm ond the value 
Y? 


d- 
i? 


farms verc derived, first, on a per 
utilizing information on & C 
eee hc! would satisfy. two comeitions: fo give. an suena mean value of 
dvcllings per-foarn for ae farns cqucl to the BAE-derived estimate of 4933 to 
So 2 con Value per torn of “4 g000 on the valuc group. of fans with gross 
@obue of prodiiction per farm of $10,000 or mores’ (For all. othe r major geographi. 
davisions themean value of dwellings per fam on the ova oe tues ee eee 
wa. Oro atin per fare of O10, 000- or (over vas cetico td at 35,000 execpt in the 
ose of Now England, whore it ims estimcted 9t.$6,000~e) -On the. basis of the 


4 


Weluc class, the estimate was derived of the. aggregate valuc of dwcllings in 
each value ClosSe 


Linc 14. Tote maintenance or 5 ea Neviotor vehicles for the Baek 


$20: 25.. Total maintonemce ond. dcercciztion on neochinery and equipment: for the 
feu. ocuto Central wis’)a epee ee value classes in proportion to the 
pe tee reed expendi tures for implcnents ond mochincry. 


o 


ied 


foilines. -On the assumption that-e 
gor 1 Velie class nad & valuc 3f Lond anid cegeaaasn equal Bo the mean 9 
perated: by oMMers Wwas.ostimnted as the 
one Volue of ee ond buildings and sirilarly 
the value of rentec lend and buildings was estincted as the proportion of tenart- 
Operatcd farns Sees the Gitol veluc of Land- and buildings in the yaluc class. 


(2G esbinctics of texes and fomiemortsace intercst for the Ecst South CentraL 
2 Gtyioion wore. di istribytca anrercesimel set ue classes in proportion to the cstinsted Ce 2 
Wal0ue of land ond buildings ovmed; theo sstimete of rent ft for the Bast: South | 


———- 


¢ 


Central Soelieintiee was: distributed crag yolne-classcs in orsport bion. bo. tiie ee 
es tik rbpod Te vlue eed ranted Ba ana rire buildings. ee ; : eS : 
, es ae — 
The adjustient for dvéellines wes distributed among value classes in oe 
proportion tothe tstinsted valuc sf dreblings ‘in coch value class. (The oe oe 
method of ostincting the value os dQvollings: for cach value veroup of ° farns is : 
xolained in ‘the procédwres for Line. aes ss : ee 
‘Gane 276 Interest allovance or capit ai end/or rent on £4bal value of Lond oe 
end buildings wos first cstimted,.then a@rallovrance fr rio tigate WAS SUD oo 
tracted from tifis cstimatcs The tots] estirntcd capital costs on land and See 


buildings for the East South Central division were distributed anong value 
elasses in proportion nt: si ee of band.ond butidingss. The vous BSN 6 


shai 1 cssts on dwellings for the East South Central division twas sed ie hee 
among the value classes. in irate to the ace piace velue af dwellings fa | 


deri peed in the adjustment of Line 206. 


Line 28, Total interest: All ovence on capital investment- in machinery and. 
imple nents for the East South Central. division was distributcc among valuo 


che S508" in proportion to the, Consus-reported yalue of machinery end im; WhenicntSe 
Line 29. Total interest alloenccs on deptial: imvestnamt in livestock for a 
‘the East South Central division was distributed among valuo classes in pro- pac: 
portion te the Census-reported welue of livestock sold during 1939. oS 
Line 3 » . from tac tnadjusted dstin-te ssi taxes on all wummeda Land and build ings 
showin line 17..was subtracted the estinated taxes alloca ‘eae to awellings. 7 
1S WS CBbicotsa as the. some peroantage of the enuare cvelbinegs eejuse mien: . 
LO OVerneia eapcases snownan Line 20 36 ni i cia of che ‘unadjusted , 
overncad charges*in the particular valuc ciass 


